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Summary 

SUMlViAkY 
The San Luis Proposed Resource Management Plan iden- 
tifies the future management of BLM-administered lands 
and subsurface minerals within the San Luis Resource Area 
in south-central Colorado. The proposed plan is a modified 
version of the Preferred Alternative presented in the Draft 
San Luis Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement (RMP/EIS), published in September 
1989. A summary of the proposed plan by affected resource 
or resource use follows. 

Paleontological Resources 

A continual effort to provide intensive inventory and 
protection, interpretation, and management of these 
resources will be accomplished within the planning area. A 
public educational fossil interpretative site (a large area 
near Clayton Cone) will be provided within the planning 
area. 

Fluids Minerals Manage- 
ment 

Riparian Resources Manage- 
ment 

Approximately 259,000 acres (41 percent) of the planning 
area are open to leasing with standard terms and conditions. 
(See Mineral Decisions Map in the back of this document.) 

Approximately 342,000 acres (55 percent) of the planning 
area are open to leasing with various limitations; e.g., 
seasonal restrictions. 

Good to excellent condition will be maintained on ap- 
proximately 1,400 acres of riparian vegetation within the 
planning area. Fair or poor condition will be improved on 
approximately 400 acres of riparian vegetation, and an ap- 
proximate 15 acres of poor condition riparian vegetation 
will remain the same. Approximately 1,400 acres of historic 
wetlands will be redeveloped, and about 1,400 additional 
acres of potential riparian vegetation will be inventoried. 

Approximately 17,000 acres (3 percent) of the planning area 
are open to leasing with a no surface occupancy stipulation. 

Approximately 3,600 acres (1 percent) of the planning area 
are closed to leasing. 

Livestock Grazing Manage- 
ment 

Locatable Minerals Manage- 
ment 

Approximately 601,000 acres (97 percent) of the planning 
area are open to mineral entry and development. 

About 32,400 AUMs will be available for domestic livestock 
grazing on BLM-administered lands within the planning 
area. Of the estimated potential increase of 11,500 AUMs 
within the planning area during the next 20 years, about 
4,600 AUMs or 40 percent will be made available to live- 
stock. The remainder will be for support of the ecological 
base and wildlife, if needed. ’ 

Approximately 17,000 acres (3 percent) of the planning area 
are withdrawn from mineral entry and development. (See 
Mineral Decisions Map in the back of this document.) 

Wildlife and Fish Habitat 
Management 

Mineral Materials Manage- 
merit 

\ 
Approximately 599,000 acres (97 percent) of the planning 
area are open for disposal of mineral materials. 

Approximately 22,000 acres (3 percent) of the planning area 
are closed to disposal of materials. (See Mineral Decisions 
Map in the back of this document.) 

Waterfowl and shore bird populations on lands ad- 
ministered by BLM will increase significantly during the 
next 20 years. About 48,000 AUMs will be available to 
support the wildlife on BLM-administered lands. Of the 
estimated potential increase of 11,500 AUMs within the 
planning area during the next 20 years, about 6,900 AUMs 
or 60 percent will be made available to wildlife and support 
of the ecological base, if needed; the remainder will be 
available to livestock. Stress on big game will be reduced on 
approximately 342,000 acres of crucial winter habitat. 
About 73.5 miles and 180 acres of warm and cold water 
fisheries habitat will be available. 

s-1 



Summary 

Forest and Woodland 
Management 

Approximately 5,800 acres or 98 percent of the commercial 
operable forest will be available for harvest. Annually, 34 
acres of forest, or 185 Mbf, will be replaced through 
regeneration harvest. Approximately 12,000 acres or 96 
percent of the productive operable woodlands will be avail- 
able for harvest. Annually, this will be about 53 acres of 
harvested area or 477 cords. In addition, the age 
class/growth condition and access of forest and woodlands 
on lands administered by BLM will improve. 

Lands Ownership Adjust- 
ment Management 

Emphasis will be to retain and manage the majority of 
BLM-administered lands in the SLRA. Approximately 
5,300 acres could be available for disposal by public sale and 
other means. An additional 352,000 may be available for 
disposal, preferably by exchange, when disposal is in the 
public interest. Adjustments to lands administered by BLM 
under the second category will probably be. infrequent. 
Land disposal will not occur in the designated ACECs, 
WSAs, and SRMAs within the SLRA. Category I and II 
criteria are shown in chapter 3 and on the Realty Action 
Decisions Map in the’back of this document. 

Some potential zones of acquisition have been tentatively 
identified to consolidate land ownership patterns, improve 
manageability, protect or enhance sensitive resources or 
other public land values, etc. These zones, shown on the 
Realty Action Decisions Map in the back of this document, 
are non-Federal lands identified for acquisition only from 
willing landowners or agencies at fair market value to satisfy 
important public interests 

ment 
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Lands Withdrawal Manage- 

Existing withdrawals will be retained except for the water- 
power/storage withdrawals in the 2,640 acres on the 22-mile 
Rio Grande River Corridor determined suitable for wild 
and scenic river designation. A new withdrawal will be 
recommended to protect the river corridor values, whether 
or not designation as a wild and scenic river occurs. The 
existing withdrawal for the Blanca area will be expanded to 
include all 9,147 acres within this special wildlife and recrea- 
tion area. New withdrawals will be recommended for six 
eligible national register historic place (NRHP) sites, and 
retention of the existing withdrawal on Cumbres Toltec 
Scenic Railroad site will also recommended. 

Lands Access Acquisition 

All access acquisitions would be directed by the ‘access 
priority ranking criteria; access benefiting BLM and other 
resource agencies, access needs identified within various 
CRMAPs, access needs identified for the Rio Grande River 
Corridor, and access needs identified within the area-wide 
support services management plan (SSMP). 

Lands Rights-of-Way 
Management 

All utility corridors will be designated per the Western 
Utilities Group (WUG) plan, except areas of critical en- 
vironmental concern (ACECS) and exclusion areas. All 
other BLM-administered lands will be open for considera- 
tion for development of major utility facilities with stipula- 
tions on a case-by-case basis. (See Realty Action Decisions 
Map in the back of this document.) 

Areas of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern 

Approximately 142,000 acres were identified ior special 
management. Designation of 131,000 acres (93 percent) for 
special management will occur. These acres include Sand 
Castle Area ACEC, San Luis Hills Area ACEC, Blanca 
Area ACEC, Trickle Mountain Area ACEC, Rio Grande 
River Corridor ACEC (which includes all portions deter- 
mined eligible and suitable’as an addition to the National 
Wild and Scenic River System); Elephant Rocks Area 
ACEC, Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad ACEC; Los 
Mogotes Area ACEC, and Ra Jadero Canyon ACdC. 
Areas of Special Concern Decisions Maps are in the back 
of this document. About 11,200 acres (7 percent) will not 
be designated as areas for special management. 

Recreation Management 

About 27,600 acres (5 percent) of the lands administered by 
BLM in the planning area will be managed for intensive 
recreation; i.e., the Rio Grande River Corridor (4,595 
acres), Penitente Canyon (7,529 acres), Zapata Falls Area 
(6,302 acres), and Blanca (9,147 acres) special recreation 
manageme-lt areas. About 493,000 acres or 95 percent will 
be managed for extensive recreation opportunities. 

About 173,000 acres or 33 percent of lands administered by 
BLM in the plan&g area will be managed as open to 
off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, and about 342,000 acres or 
66 percent will be open with limitations to OHV use. There 
will be 5,300 acres or 1 percent closed to OHV use (shown 
on Special Concern Maps in the back of this document). 



Wild and Seen-ib Rivers 

There are 2,640 acres on 22 miles of the Rio Grande River 
Corridor identified as suitable for designation as an addi- 
tion to the National Wild and Scenic River System. The river 
corridor contains significant values that deserve some en- 
during form of protection. This protection could be through 
wild and scenic river designation, national conservation 
area designation, or some other appropriate means. All 
2,830 acres of land administered by BLM determined 
eligible for designation have been placed under interim 
management to protect those free-flowing and outstanclmg- 
ly remarkable values within the corridor. Interim manage- 
‘ment will be in effect until Congressional action occurs or 
until November 17,1995, whichever occurs first.If congres- 
sional action does not occur, these lands will be managed as 
directed within this land use plan. 

: 

Visiral’Resotircb, Manage- ” 
ment 

: 
Approximately 19,000 acres of Visual Resource Manage- 
ment (VRM) Class II lands will become class III lands 
during the life of the plan. About 22,500 acres of class III 
lands will be managed under class II guidelines. The 
remainder of the area in class II, III, and IV will be managed 
to maintain those visual characteristics.. 

. 

Summary 

Historical, Resources and 
Archaedogical Resources. 

Significant cultural values on 19 sites will be protected 
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966. Sites eligible for National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) status will be nominated. Public awareness 
of these sites will be enhanced. Five cultural resource 
management plans (CRMPs) will be completed for active 
site ,interpretation and protection. These significant sites 
will be retained under BLM administration. 

, 

Special Status Plant and 
Animal’Values k ’ 

i ._/’ ‘. : ,~ I ;. 
Management actions will be considered in activity plans to 
enhance, recover, or re-establish these -special plant and 
animal resources. These resources will be specifically ad- 
,dressed in eight CRMAPs. Clearances will be conducted for 
all proposed surface-disturbing actions. 

Waterpower/Storage 
. ), 

Management actions to maintain the physical potential for 
the development of waterpower/storage sites on BLM- 
administered lands within the planning area will continue. 
One exception to this will be the recommendation to ter- 
minate the withdrawals for the Rio Grande River Corridor. 
Au evaluation of all potential sites will be accomplished, and 
recommendations for new withdrawals be proposed as 
needed. 
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Introduction 

CHAPTER 1 

‘INTRODUCTION 
This San Luis Proposed Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) and Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
has been prepared in accordance with planning regulations 
issued under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA). Included in this docu- 
ment are the public comments on the Draft San Luis 
RMP/EIS of September 1989, the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment (BLM) responses to the public comments, the changes 
and corrections to the draft RMP/EIS, and the proposed 
resource management plan. 

The proposed RMP identifies the future management of the 
lands administered by the BLM in the San Luis Planning 
Area in south-central Colorado. The BLM has administra- 
tive responsibility for the land and resource management on 
520,677 surface acres and 621,000 acres of subsurface 
mineral estate within the planning area. (See Mineral 
Decisions, Realty Action Decisions, and Areas of Special 
Concern Decisions Maps in the back of this document.) 

The RMP will meet the BLM statutory requirement for a 
master land use plan as mandated by Section 202 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and’ 
the requirements of the Wild andScenic RiverAct (16 U.S.C. 
1271). The approved RMP will replace all land use planning 
in the Saguache and San Luis Management Framework 
Plans (MI%) of 1973 and 1975 respectively. 

PLANNING AREA LOCATION 

The San Luis Resource Area (SLRA) of the Caiion City 
District encompasses 520,677 acres of BLM surface estate 
land in the San Luis Valley, which is in the south-central part 
of Colorado (see Maps l-l and l-2). The valley is ap- 
proximately 122 miles long and about 74 miles wide extend- 
ing from the Continental Divide on the northwest to the New 
Mexico State line on the south. Also, about 102,000 acres of 
subsurface mineral estate are managed by BLM in the 
resource area for a total of approximately 621,000 acres (Map 
l-3). 

For purposes of analysis in this proposed RMP, a plating 
area has been designated, which is bordered on three sides 
by the Rio Grande National Forest and is within all or part 
of Saguache, Alamosa, Rio Grande, Conejos, and Costilla 
Counties. Of the total 1,971,OOO acres in the planning area, 
approximately 54 percent is privately owned, less than 1 

percent is managed by the U.S. Forest Service, about 4 
percent is managed by the U.S. Park Service, about 2 per- 
cent is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, about 
11 percent is administered by various state agencies (i.e., 
Colorado Division of Wildlife, Colorado Land Board Com- 
mission, etc.), about 2 percent is managed by other Federal 
agencies, and about 27 percent is managed by BLM. In 
addition, the BLM manages an additional 101,926 acres or 
about 5 percent as subsurface mineral estate, which under- 
lies state and private surface land ownership. Fluid mineral 
leasing decisions for Federal mineral estate within the Rio 
Grande National Forest boundary will be the responsibility 
of the USFS in coordination with BLM and will be ad- 
dressed in their planning and environmental process. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The proposed plan is very similar to the Preferred Alterna- 
tive, which was analyzed in the draft RMP/EIS; however, 
some changes were made in response to public comments 
‘and internal BLM review. The major issues that 
precipitated these changes are as follows: 

National Conservation Area (NCA) 
Proposal 

There is an existing proposal to designate an NCA along the 
Rio Grande River Corridor within the ‘Ihos Resource Area. 
If this NCA becomes a reality, the Ction City District will 
consider a joint study to determine a recommendation for 
the adjoining river corridor in Colorado. Changes in the 
proposed RMP/final EIS state that we believe NCA 
management is appropriate and viable especially in con- 
junction with a New Mexico NCA action. The Colorado 
portion alone may have sufficient resource significance to 
warrant a national area designation. The Flat Top Area, the 
San Luis Hills, the Piiion Hills, the entire river corridor up 
to Lasauses Cemetery, the wild and scenic river proposal, 
along with the New Mexico proposed NCA, would be com- 
bined into a new larger proposal. Language has been added 
in the proposed RMP/final EIS addressing the desirability 
of this congressional designation to protect the combined 
significant values in this area. 

l-l _. 
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Map l-l 

San Luis Resource Area Location 
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Recreation Management 

Two special recreation management areas (SRMAs), 
Penitente Canyon and Zapata Falls, were added as a result 
of input from internal BLM and public reviews. 

Penitente Canyon SRMA has recently developed as a 
premier sport climbing area attracting visitors from across 
the U.S. and Europe. Use has reached approximately 10,000 
visitor days annually and is expected to continue increasing 
necessitating intensive management. The focal point of the 
Zapata Falls SRMA is a 50-foot waterfall plunging through 
a narrow canyon. This highly scenic area is located adjacent 
to the major access route to the Great Sand Dunes National 
monument. 

Wild andScenic River Rkcommen- 
dation ,; 

All streams considered are now listed in the study report 
(Appendix A), and BLM rationale is explained as to why 
they were not considered to be‘eligible. All 41 miles of the 
Rio Grande River study corridor have been-determined 
eligible by the wild and scenic river study team because of 
new information on wildlife values/visual resources/scenic 
viewshed/recreation v&es.The team stated, however, that 
Segment A would be considered suitable if 1) the U.S. Fish 
and and Wildlife Service (USF&WS) supported designa- 
tion of this segment and 2) an agreeable cooperative 
management plan among USF&WS, BLM, and landowners 
could be developed. 

In subsequent discussions with USF&WS, serious concerns. 
were raised regarding their ability to properly manage and 
develop the refuge to meet their wetlands and waterfowl 
objectives should the refuge portion be designated as wild 
and scenic. Furthermore, because BLM controls so little of 
the river frontage, BLM management believes it would be 
extremely time consuming and costly to achieve cooperative 
management. The final management determination for the 
Rio Grande River, therefore, is as follows: Segments A, B, 
and C are determined eligible; Segments A and B are 
classified scenic, and Segment C is classified wild. Segments 
B and C are suitable; however, Segment A is not. 

Clearly, Segments B and C (22 miles north .of the New 
Mexico State line) contain significant values deserving of 
some enduring form of protection. This protection could be 
through wild and, scenic river designation, national conser- 
vation area designation, or some other Federal legislative 

! form of enduring protection. A Federal Register Notice for 
interim management of the Rio Grande River as a wild and 
scenic river was published on November 16,199O (Attach-. 
ment 7, Appendix A). This protective management will 

:: continue for a period not to exceed 5 years from date of .1 

lntrodtiction 

publication or until such time as a final decision has been 
made, whichever occurs fust. 

The water rights/quality write-up within the proposed 
RMP/fmal EIS has been enhanced to show as clearly and as 
succinctly as possible that: 1) The recommendation will not 
impact the valid existing rights including the water rights; 
and 2) The existing water conditions present are sufficient 
for the biological perpetuation of the stream environment. 

Appropriate changes concerning the Rio Grande River are 
reflected in the study report, Appendix A, in this proposed 
RMP/final EIS. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Con- 
cern 

Three areas proposed through public comment to the draft 
RMP have been added in the proposed RMP/final EIS. 
These are: a) Ra Jadero Canyon as an ACEC, b) Elephant 
Rocks Area (with a modified boundary) as an ACEC, and 
c) Blanca Wildlife Habitat Area as an ACEC. 

Lands Disposal 

l’ko land disposal categories are used in this proposed 
RMP/fmaI EIS . .Category I lands, about 5,300 acres, meet 
the provisions of Section 203 of FLPMA, however, other 
methods of disposal will also be considered. The remainder 
of the resource area are Category II lands, and disposal will 
be considered on a case-by-case basis to enhance manage- 
ment or resource values or otherwise serve the public 
interest. All land disposal actions will be consistent with 
provisions in FLPMA. More details are displayed in the 
management common section in chapter 3 of this document. 

Rights-of-Way 

A new route alignment along the west side of the San Luis 
Hills has been proposed per the Western Utility Group 
(WUG)/Public Utility Company (PVC) proposal with some 
modifications. 

cultural/Recreational Conflict 

All off-highway vehicle (OHV) limitations within the areas 
of critical environmental concern (ACECS) will be ad- 
dressed in the coordinated resource management activity 
plans (CRMAPs). These will be completed for each special 
management area with emphasis on the use of both seasonal 
closures and establishment of designated roads and’trails. ,,. 
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The OHV decision on the Sand Castle ACEC will be 
changed, and the OHV play area has been dropped. Resolu- 
tion of the conflict among OHV, cultural, and ecological 
resources will be accomplished in the CRMAP. 

i ‘.. 

Minerals 

Closure of areas with significant riparian values to mineral 
development (NSO for leasables and no sale for salables) 
has been reanalyzed in the proposed RMP/fmal EIS. 

Water Rights/W&r Quality 

More discussion on water rights related to river issues, to 
flow augmentation for new riparian or wetland develop- 
ment, and to the need for full compliance with the Colorado 
State Water Law has been added in the proposed RMP/fmal 
EIS. New water will be required to be developed and or 
augmented per Colorado State Water Law for any water 
needed for maintenance of riparian or wetland areas to 
maintain biological perpetuation. More discussion on water 

.  . I  

quality has been added in the proposed RMP/final EIS 
related to recreation and wildlife water contact. 

Alternatives 

No changes to other alternatives, except that the Preferred 
Alternative has been modified to address previously men- 
tioned issues and is presented as the proposed plan. 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT 
RMP/EIS 

Table l-l shows the changes and modifications made to the 
text and the maps of the draft RMP/EIS. Changes were 
made in response to public comments or to internal BLM 
review. This table does not include changes made to the 
proposed plan as they are described elsewhere in this docu+.: 
ment. 

1-6 
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.. 
T+),e ,-,.’ ‘. ‘; 1: 

CHANGES TO THE DRAFT RMP/EIS, . ‘. ” 

Location of Change Change .,’ 

Summary, ‘Ihble S-l, 
Management, secon B 

age S-2, Riparian Resource 
column, last line; 

Change “70 to “125” 

third column, fourth line; Change “400” to “455” 

fourth column, last line; ” Change “70” to “125” 
. 

fifth columqthird line : . Change “400” to “455” 

..; 
Summary, ‘Ihble S-l, age S3,:Lands ‘Enure’Adj&ment 
Management, first co umn I : . P ,. :: ii : 

Change “Lands ‘R&e Adjustment. . ! to “Lands 
Ownership Adjustment Management” ” 

Summary, Table S-l, page S-3, Wildlife and Fish Habitat 
Management, first, second, thud, and fourth c&mns, 
fourth paragraph, first line 

Summary, Tmble S-l, 
Management, last co P 

age S-3, Forest and Woodlands 
umn, f rrst paragraph, second line; 

second paragraph, second line 

Chapter 1, Table l-l, page 1-7, first column, first line 

Chapter 2, Water Resources, page 2-S, ftrst column, ,’ 
second paragraph, first line , . . : ‘: 

Cha ter 2, Riparian Resources Management- page 2-17:’ 
‘I’lrbg 2-9, fast and last line, last column resp&tively 

Chapter 2, Riparian Resources Management, pa e 2-17, 
second column, second full paragraph, first and t ’ %lr d lines 
respectively 

Chapter 2, Riparian Resources Management, page 2-19,’ 
‘Ihble 2-10, preceding last line; last line 

Chapter 2, Riparian Resources Mana ement, page 2-19, 
second column, last paragraph, sixth fan e. 

Change “72” to “73.5” 

Delete “(288 Mbf)“; add “185 Mbf (including 34 acres of 
regeneration harvest)” 

Delete “(633 cords)“; add “477 cords (53 acres of annual 
harvest)’ 

Change “Land l?-mure Ad@stment” to”Lands Ownership 
ic\djustment ,Management, 

Change 1’56”’ to “57” I 
., _” _. : .’ 

* 

s 

Change “1,229” to “~,284” and “3,231” to ?,286” 

Change “35.3”.to “36.8” and “4.3” to ,“5.8” 

.? 

Add “La Garita Creek, 1.5, Fair, Improving.” Change Total 
from “35.3” to “36.8” 

Change “15.2” to “16.7” 
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Table 1-l (Continued) 

Location of Change Change 

Chapter 2, Land Tenure Adjustment, page 2-36; fourth paragraph 

Chapter 2, Land ‘&rune Adjustment, page 2-36, fifth paragraph 

Chapter 2, Areas of Special Concern, page 2-53, second column, 
first sentence 

Change “. . . Juan de Onate. . . .“to “. . . Don 
Diego de Vargas. . . . 

thirBsentdnce 
Cha ter 2 Areas of Special Concern, page 2-53, second column, 

.I,. ; 

Chapter 2, Areas of Special Concern, page 2-53, second cohmm, 
fifth sentence 

Chapter 2, Special Status Plant Species, page 2-59, first sentence. 

Chapter 2, S ecial Status Plant Species, page 2-59, second 
paragraph, rrst sentence. P 

Chapter 2, ‘lhble 2-35, page 2-60, fourth column, first line . . 

Chapter 2, Table 2-35, page 60, fifth column, first three lines 

Chapter 2, Table 2-35, page 2-60, Footnote 1 

1-8 

Delete 
the Pre F 

aragraph. See revision in Relationship to 
erred Alternative section, Lands 

Disposal, in this chapter. 

Change “57,000 acres” to “76,060 acres” 

Change “During the 1840s. . . !’ to “During the 
~183OS.... 

dlianfje ” . . datin from the 1840s . . . ” to “. . . 
dating from the 1 83 OS .” 

Change “One plant s ecies identified . . .” to “No 
plant species were i cf entified as threatened or en- 
dangered on Federal or state lists within the 
planning area.” 

Change “Sensitive plant associations . . .” to “High 
quality plant communities . . . .’ 

Change “LT” to “2” 

Change “Can 
savammh wit il 

on slopes.. . soil.” to “Ponderosa 
fescue grassland on deep soils over 

volcanic substrates!’ 

Change to: “These rankings are provided b the 
Colorado Natural Areas Pro 
standardized ranking proce cr 

am (CNAP . 
I 

YT his 
ure was deve oped 

by CNAP to assist land managers in assessing 
status and management needs for plant specres of 
specml\ concern to the state of Colorado. 

“List 1. Federal threatened or endangered plant 
species that are rare throughout their range, 
including species endemic to Colorado. 

List l*. Plant species presumed extinct. 
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Table l-1 (Continued) 

Location of Change Change 

List 2*. Plant species presumed extirpated from Colorado 

List 2. Plant species which are rare in Colorado but 
relatively common elsewhere within their range. 

List 3. Plant s 
usp 

ecies which a 
conclusive * ormation is lac L 

pear to be rare but for which 
g. 

List 4. Plans of liited distribution or of special interest 
which appear secure at this time (watch list).” 

Chapter 2, Table 2-35, page 2-60, footnote 2, ftrstline ” Change “Table 2.23-l to Table 2-35” 

C$aiter 2, Iable 2-36, page 2-62, second subheadmg in 

Chapter 3, Water Resources, page 3-3,second column, fifth 
paragraph ’ .’ 

Chapter 3, Geology, Topo aphy, and Minerals, page 3-4, 
first column, second wor , third line cr 

Chapter 3, Management Guidance Common to All 
Alternatives, page 3-5, fust column, following third 
paragraph 

Change “Sensitive Plant Associations” to “High Quality 
Plant Communities” 

Delete fifth paragraph beg&in 
add “In the event that reaches o B 

“A study is needed. . . .‘I, 
the lower Rio Grande 

River are designated for s 
National Wild and Scenic 1 

ecial management under the 

instream flows are antici 
ivers Act, no Federal claims for 

implicit Federal reserve cr 
ated, however, there is an 
water right in the Act. Existing 

stream conditions are sufficient to satisfy the needs of any 
s 
cf 

ecial management designations. Pendmg future 
esignation, BLM may have to quantify needs and file 

through the Colorado State Water Court. The river is 
currently classified for water 
and “aquatic life class I,” and t B 

uality “recreation class I” 
e exrsting quality meets the 

standards for these classifications.” 

Change “base” to “lease” 

Add “An inventory would be completed on an additional 
1,413 acres with 
have rrparran va P 

otential riparian values. Ifthese areas 

those n 
ues, they wrll be managed srmilarly to 

Creek I! 
arian zones that are already known. The Ford 
iparian Demonstration Area and La Garita 

rehabilitation project would continue.” 

I, a 
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Table l-1 (Continued) 

Location of Change Change 

Chapter 3, Management Guidance Common To All 
Alternatives, page 3-6, immediately preceding Lands and 
Realty Management 

, . I .  
. ,  

Chapter, 3, Special Status Plant and Animal Species, page 
3-8, second line 

Chapter 3, Riparian Resource Management, page 3-9, 
second paragraph 

Chapter 3, Special Status Plant and Animal Species, page 
3-13, first paragraph, third line 

Replace “threatened and endangered” with “these special 
status.. . !’ 

.;, . 
Chapter 4, Access and Transportation Management, page 
4-3, second column, third line. ,._ . ., ., : ,, 

Chapter 4, Economic Conditions and Social Environment, 
page 4-6, Table 4-5, Total, Preferred 

Chapter 4, Ri arian Resources Management, page 4-9, 
first column, ourth line P 

Chapter 4, Riparian Resources Mana 
second column, third paragraph, fifth ?I 

ement, page 4-9, 

demonstration area). . . . 
‘ne followmg “. . . 

Chapter 4 Riparian Resources Management, page 4-16, 
second cohunn, second line 

Chapter 4, Ri arian Resources Management, page 4-17, 
first column, rfth paragraph, third line P 

Cha ter 4, Wddlife and Fish Habitat Management, page 4- 
i8, l&t column, seventh paragraph, first line 

Add “Forest and Woodland management It is the polic of 
BLM to maintain desired forest ecos stems. 

Y 
This coul CT 

require that opportunities to manipu ate ve etation in a 
manner advantageous to forest health, wiI dif e, fisheries, 
water, recreation, and range be implemented on the 
forested acres (including n 
withdrawn from the allowa t 

arian areas) that are 
le harvest base (21,150 acres 

or 78 percent of the commercial forest and 36,507 acres of 
75 percent of the woodland forest). The withdrawal 
means that no planned harvest is scheduled from these 
acres, but other types of operations are not necessarily 
precluded. Adherence to proper environmental analysis 
and NEPA compliance would occur.” 

Change “plant associations” to “plant communities.” I 

Delete paragraph 

. . ._ ,.. 
Delete ” . . .state and county. . .“; add “. . .BLM . . .” 

Change 2,405,256 to 2,405,!252 

Change “70” to “125” 

Add ‘I. . . and rehabilitation of La Garita Creek” and 
change “70” to “125” 

Change “400” to “455” 

Change “335” to “390” 

Change “3,230” to “3,285” 
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Table l-1 (Continued) 

Location of Change Change 

Chapter 4, Ri arian Resources Mana 
first column? t ii ird line following “. . . ord Creek # 

ement, pa 
!R 
e 4-23, 

iparmn 
Add “and La Garita rehabilitation project” 

,.., 
Demonstratron Area” 

Chapter 4, Ripafian Resources Management, pa 
crst column, first para raph, second line, B 

e 4-24, 
ollowrn 

Add “and La Garita rehabilitation project”; change “70” to 

, Demonstration Area s ‘; second lme, fourth paragrap 6 
“125”. Change “3,230” to “3,285” 

fourth line r 

Appendix B 

Appendix D 

Rewritten as Ap endix C, Fluid Minerals Management, 
and included in ’ document ills ,‘.” 

.; j . 

Revised to reflect changes made in livestock 
the San Luis Draft Resource Management P l@ 

azing since 
an/ 

Environmental Statement was published September 1989 ’ 
and included in this document -:> 

AppendixE ’ Rewritten as Ap end& A, Rio Grande River Study Repbgt 
and included in t ’ document tls 
DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
PROPOSED RMP/FINAL EIS 

This proposed resource management plan and final en- 
vironmental impact statement will be, distributed to ap- .. 
proximately 700 addressees, including all those who 
received the draft RMP/EIS. See Chapter 2 of this docu- 
ment for a listing of individuals, organizations, and agen- 
cies, who provided written comments, testified at public 
hearings, or requested copies of the draft RMP/EIS. 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

Bureau of Land Management staff and resource specialists, 
who provided resource data, coordinated input and 
revisions, and responded to public comments during the 
development and preparation of this proposed plan and 
final EIS are listed in ‘Ihble 1-2. 
l-11 
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Table 1-2 
LIST OF PRMP/FEIS PREPARERS 

Name Assignment Education Years of Experience 

Area Manager BS-Wildlife and Fisheries Science 

Livestock Management, Vegeta- 
tion, Acting Area Manager (3/87 
through 7/87) (9/90 through l/91) 

BS-Range Management 

I3 

21.5 

Joe Kraayenbrink 

Royce Wheeler 

Area Manager (8/87 to 9/90) 

Project Manager 

Plan Coordinator for CSO Liaison 

BS-Outdoor Recreation 
Management 

16.5 Dennis Zachman 

Dave ‘IUiaferro BS-Recreation Administration; 
MS-Recreation Resources 

19.5 

.. 

Glenn Wallace BA-Social Science 20.5 

26.5 Ken Goodrow BS-Agriculture; BS-Botany- 
Ecology; MS-Botany-Ecology 

S 
?& 

ecial Plant and Animal Species 
chnical Coordination 

BS-Forest Management 24.5 Quality Control (Asst. District 
Manager for Land and Renewable 
Resources) 

Ade Neisius 

Bev Neuben Editor/Writer, Printin 
F 

eproduc- 
Admin- 

On-the-job training; formal training 
tion Coordination, ,an sessions on English, 

r 
ammar, 

istrative Coordination writing, editing, and ormat 

18.5 

11.5 Geology, Minerals, and 
Topography 

Lands and Realty Management 

BS-Geology Kevin Andersen 

16.5 Bill Miller 
.’ 

BS-Forestry 

BA-Economics 

BS-Wildlife Science 

23.0 

8.5 

Lands and Realty Management Stuart Parker 

John Schwarz Wildlife Habitat Management 

BS-Wildlife Management Clay Bridges Wildlife Habitat Management 

Forest and Woodlands, 
Wilderness, Recreation, and 
Visual Resources 

BS-Forestry ‘ ’ JohnW&on 
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Table l-2 (Continued) 

Name Assignment Education Yeark of Experience 

Forest and Woodlands Jim Cunio BS-Forestry 12.0 

BS-Range/Forest Management 6.5 

Drafting Certification; on-the-job 
training; and formal engineering 
training 

11.5 

Fran Ackley 

Fred Martinez 

Riparian Resource Management 

$Edrrd Bansportation, 

12.5 
:’ /’ 

25.5 

18.5 

Scott I? Archer Climate and Air Quality 
., ./ 

Howard Wertsbaugh WaterResources 

Jeanette Pranzo Economic Conditions and Social 
Environment 

John Beardsley Paleontology and Archaeology BA-Anthropology 

BS-Environmental Science and 
Chemistry ‘: 

BS-Watershed Management 

MA-Economics 

13.5 

17.0 Ph.D-History 
./ . . 

Frederic Athearn History and Areas of Special 
Concern, Photography, and CSO 
Planning Coo&nation 

13.0 Harold May Fire Management 

Bob Wick Wilderness, Recreation,Visual 
Resources, Wild and Scenic River 

B&Forestry; MS-Wildland 
Recreation Management 

On-the-job training and formal fire 
training 

BS-General Engineering 

4.0 

25.5 

7.5 

Dave Harned WaterpowerIStorage 

Joan Larson ‘lyping and Clerical Support On-the-job training; formal training 
sessions 

On-the-job training; formal training 
sessions 

21.5 z Lona Kossnar Administrative Support 

Peggy Forbes-Crow1 Art Work (cover) I Free-lance 
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Table l-2 (Continued) 

Name ) Assignment 

Sam Richards GIS/MOSS Data Entry 

Jeff Guy GIVMOSS Data Entry 

Education 

On-the-job training 

BS-Landscape Architecture 

Years of Experience 

0.75 

0.50 

Caiion City District Support Colorado State OtTice Support 

Management Direction, Donnie Sparks CiIiK~‘I~~al Assistance; Dave Taylor, Jim Sorenson, and 
PROTEST PROCEDtiRES 

Any person who participated in the planning process and 
has an interest that is or may be adversely affected by 
approval of the proposed RMP may file a written protest 
with the Director of the BLM. Protests must be filed within 
the 30-day period after the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) publishes a notice of receipt, in the Federal 
Register, of this proposed RMP/final EIS. 

Only those persons or organizations who participated in 
this planning process leading to this RMP may protest. If 
BLM records do not indicate that you had any involvement 
in any stage in the prepartion of a proposed RMP, your 
protest will be dismissed without further review. 

A protesting party may raise only those issues that he or she 
submitted for the record dtiing the planning process. New 
issues raised during the protest period should be directed 
to the Cation City District or San Luis Resource Area 
Manager for consideration in plan implementation, as 
potential plan amendments, or as otherwise appropriate. 

The period for filing a plan protest begins when the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency Notice of Availabiity of the 
final environmental impact statement containing the 
proposed RMP or amendment is published in the Federal 
Register. The protest period extends for 30 days. There is 
no provision for any extension of time. Tb be considered 
“timely,” your protest must be postmarked no later than the 
last day of the protest period. Also, although not a require- 
ment, your protest should be sent by certified mail, return 

receipt requested. Protests must be filed in writing to: 
Director (760), Bureau of Land Management, 1849 “C” 
Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20240. 

In order to be considered complete, your protest must 
contain, at a minimum, the following information: 

1. The name, mailing address, telephone number, and in- 
terest of the person filing the protest. 

2. A statement of the issue or issues being protested. 

3. A statement of the part or parts of the SanLuis Proposed 
Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact 
Statement being protested. lb the extent possible, this 
should be done by reference to specific pages, paragraphs, 
sections, tables, maps, etc., included in the document. 

4. A copjl of all documents addressing the issue or issues 
that you submitted during the planning process or a refer- 
ence to the date the issue or issues were discussed by you 
for the record. 

5. A concise statement explaining why the BLM State 
Director’s decision is believed to be incorrect. This is a 
critical part of your protest. %ke care to document all 
relevant facts. As much as possible, reference or cite the 
planning documents, environmental analysis documents, 
available planning records (e.g., meeting minutes or sum- 
maries, correspondence, etc.). A protest that only expres- 
ses disagreement with the Colorado State Director’s 
proposed decision without any data will not be considered. 
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CHAPTER 2 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
RMP/ElS 

AVAILABILITY OF 
DRAFT RMP/EIS 

THE The majority of the comments related to designation of 
ACECs, wild and scenic river designation, the Taos power- 
line proposal, and grazing allocations. Approximately 118 
commenters indicated more of the Rio Grande River 
should be recommended for wild and scenic designation; 27 
commenters addressed concerns about water rights and 
objected to any portion of the river being recommended for 
designation; over 78 commenters indicated support for ex- 
panding ACEC designation; however, 83 believed inade- 
quate protection is provided for these areas; e.g., OHV, 
mining, and grazing are considered inappropriate use 
within an ACEC. Many requested the addition of other 
ACECs; i.e., 78 for Elephant Rocks, 21 for Bishop Rock, 3 
for the Blanca Wildlife Habitat Area, and 6 for Ra Jadero 
Canyon. There were 65 letters opposing the proposed loca- 
tion of the ‘BIOS powerline. A large number of the com- 
menters indicated conflict between cultural and OHV use. 
At least 27 commenters indicated some conflict between 
water rights and wild and scenic designation. Some com- 
menters indicated support for the Natural Enhancement 
Alternative. Establishment of a national conservation area, 
encompassing the Rio Grande River and San Luis Hills 
ACECs, was suggested. Both support and opposition were 
expressed regarding the sand dune OHV area. Input on the 
RMP/EIS is appreciated, and each comment was con- 
sidered in the preparation of this proposed plan and final 
EIS. 

The Draft San Luis RMP/EIS was filed with the Environ- 
mental Protection Agency (EPA) in September 1989. A 
notice of availability and an announcement of the public 
hearings schedule was published in the Federal Register, 
September 29, 1989, pages 48216/40217. This same notice 
established a go-day public comment period expiring 
December 26,1989. 

News releases provided information on obtaining copies of 
the draft RMP/EIS; locations where the draft could be 
reviewed, locations, dates, and times of the formal public 
hearings; and the address for submission of written com- 
ments. Bulletins were also mailed to the agencies, groups, 
and individuals who had been involved with the team during 
the planning process. 

Public hearings were held in Denver, Colorado, on Novem- 
ber 1, 1989, and in .Alamosa, Colorado, on November 2, 
1989. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

During the comment period (September 15 through 
December 26), 186 people commented on the Draft San 
Luis Resource Management Plan and Environmental Im- 
pact Statement. 

A total of 178 letters were received; 153 during the comment 
period and 25 after the period closed. All the letters were 
acknowledged, and a response to each substantive comment 
received prior to December 26 is printed in this proposed 
plan. Each of the 153 letters received during the comment 
period are also displayed in Appendix B of this document. 

Public hearings in Alamosa were well attended with 46 
people; 23 gave testimony. The public hearings in 
Lakewood were attended by 14 people, and 10 people gave 
oral comments (see Appendix B). A response to substantive 
oral comments is also printed in the proposed plan. 

, 

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC IN- 
VOLVEMENT THROUGHOUT 
THE PLANNING PROCESS 

A total of 302 public contacts have been recorded to date 
consisting of 183 personal letters, 3 form letters, 70 per- 
sonal/telephone conversations, 31 testimonies, 9 BLM com- 
ment forms, and 6 other types. Fifty-six percent of the 
comments have been from individuals and 84 percent were 
from Colorado. A total of 12 percent of the comments were 
from Alamosa County, 55 percent from counties outside the 
planning area, 17 percent from counties outside Colorado, 
and the remaining 16 percent came from various counties 
within the planning area. Of the total input, 205 (67 percent) 
had substantive comments. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE 
DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Approximately 660 copies of the draft RMP/EIS were dii- 
tributed to Federal, state, and local governmental agencies, 
congressional and legislative offices, private interest 
groups, and organizations, academic and business institu- 
tions, and individuals. Distribution was by volume mailing; 
however, many copies were also distributed at public hear- 
ings and in response to requests for the document. Copies 
of the document were also available for public review and 
distribution in the BLM San Luis Resource Area Office, 
Cason City District Office, and Colorado State Off&. 

The following distribution list for the draft RMP/EIS in- 
cludes only the agencies, organizations, and individuals on 
the original mailing list: 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

Advisory Council on Hist. Preservation 

Great Sand Dunes National Monument 

Library of Congress, Unit X 

Documents Expediting Project 

Smithsonian Institution 

Southern Ute Indian YlXbal Council 

c/o Betty Feazel 

The Honorable Ben Nighthorse Campbell 

Pueblo, CO 

Washington, DC 

The Honorable Dan Schaefer 

Englewood, CO 

Washington, DC 

The Honorable David Skaggs 

Westminster, CO 

Washington, DC 

The Honorable Hank Brown 

La Junta, CO 

Washington, DC 

The Honorable Joel Hefley 

Colorado Springs, CO 

Washington, DC 

The Honorable Pat Schroeder 

Denver, CO 

Washington, DC 

The Honorable Timothy E. Wirth 

Colorado Springs, CO 

Washington, DC 

The Honorable Wfiam L. Armstrong 

Pueblo, CO 

Washington, DC 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

San Francisco, CA 

Dallas, TX 

U.S. Colorado Soil Conservation Office 

U.S. Department of Energy 

U.S. Department of ‘Bansportation 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Denver, CO 

Washington, DC 

U.S. Federal Highway Administration 

U.S. National Park Service 

U.S. Pentagon, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

U.S. Rio Grande Soil Conservation District 

USAF Bolling Air Force Base 

USAFRCE-CR-ROV 

USDA Forest Service 

Off. of Envir. Coord., Washington, DC 

Rocky Mountain Region, Lakewood, CO 

Carson NE, Taos, NM 

Rio Grande N.F., Monte Vista, CO 

Alamosa RD, Alamosa, CO 

Conejos RD, La Jara, CO 

Del Norte RD, Del Norte, CO 

Saguache RD, Saguache, CO 

USDA, SCS 

Center FO, Center, CO 

La Jara FO, La Jara, CO 

Monte Vista FO, Monte Vista, CO 

USDI; BLM 

Washington Office 

Off. of Sec., Denver, CO 

Colorado State Office 

BLM, Library D-533A 

Albuquerque District Office 

Burns District Office 

Montrose District Office 
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Bishop Resource Area Office 

Gtmnison Basin Resource Area Office , 

Royal Gorge Resource Area Office 

San Juan Basin Resource Area Office 

San Luis Resource Area Office 

Socorro Resource Area Office 

ZIOS Resource Area Office 

USDI; Bureau of Mines 

Branch of Min. Ass., Washington, DC 

Alaska Field Operations, Washington, DC 

Denver, CO - DSC Bldg 20 

USDI; Bureau of Reclamation 

Division of Envir. Aff,, Washington, DC 

Denver, CO 

Loveland, CO 

Closed Basin Proj. Off., Alamosa, CO 

Eastern Colo. Proj. Off., Salida, CO 

Southwest Reg. Off., Amarillo, TX 

USDI; Fish and Wildlife Service 

Chief, Div. of Envir. Coord., 

Washington, DC 

Regional Office, Denver, CO 

Alamosa and Monte Vita Wildlife 

Refuge 

USDI; Geological Survey 

Envir. Aff. Program, Reston, VA 

Geologic Division, Denver, CO 

Water Resources Division, Denver, CO 

USDI; Minerals Management Service 

Offshore Envir. Ass. Div., Washington, DC 

USDI; National Park Service 

Div of Envir. Comp., Washington, DC 

Denver, CO 

Rocky Mountain Reg. Off., Denver, CO 

USDI; Office of Env. Project Review 

Denver, CO 

USDI; Office of Surface Mining 

Chief, Div. of Envir. and Econ. 

Analysis, Washington, DC 

Public Comments 

USDI; Office of the Secretary 

USDI; Water and Power Resources Service 

USDI; Fish and Wddlife Service 

Golden, CO - Colorado Field Office 

STATE GOVERNMENT 

Adams State College 

,Colorado Board of Land Commissioners 

Denver, CO 

Alamosa, co 

Colorado State Clearing House 

Colorado Department of Health 

Air Pollution Control Division 

Water Quality Control Division 

Colorado Department of Highways 

Denver, CO 

Pueblo, CO 

Colorado Depart. of Local Affairs 

Colorado Depart. of Natural Resources 

Colorado Division of Mines 

Colorado Div. of Parks and Rec. 

Denver 

Colorado Springs 

Walsenburg 

Colorado Division of Water Resources 

Denver, CO 

Alamosa, CO 

Colorado Division of Wildlife 

Denver 

Regional Office, Colorado Springs 

Southwest Regional Office, Montrose 

Area Office, Monte Vita, CO 

Colorado Environmental Coordinator 

Colorado Forest Service 

Alamosa, co 

Fort Collins, CO 
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Colorado Geological Survey 

Colorado Legislative Council 

Colorado Natural Areas Program ; 

Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission 

Colorado Plans Coordinator 

Colorado State Historical Society 

Colorado State University 

Department of Recreational Resources 

Department of Fisheries and Wildlife Biology 

Experimental Learning Center 

Documents Librarian. 

Colorado Water Conservation Board 

Colorado Highway Department 

Lt. Governor Michael Callihari 

The Honorable Bob Kirscht 

Pueblo, CO : 

The Honorable Gilbert Romero 

Pueblo, CO 

The Honorable Harold L. McCormick 

Canon City! CO 

The Honorable Jim Rizzuto . 

swink, co 
The Honorable John Beno 

Pueblo, CO 

The Honorable Larry E. ‘Bujillo 

Pueblo, CO 

The Honorable Lee E. Gillis 

Lamar, co 

The Honorable Lewis H. Entz 

Hooper, CO 

The Honorable Robert N. Shoemaker 

Canon City, CO 

The Honorable Roy Romer 

Denver, CO 

The Honorable Stanley E. Johnson 

Pueblo, CO 

University of Colorado .. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Alamosa (City) 

Alamosa County 

&ltonito (city) 

Carnegie Public Library 

Monte Vista, CO 

Conejos County 

Conejos County Library 

Co&la County Administrator 

Costilla County Planning Director 

Del Norte Public Library 

Denver Public Library 

Library, Center. Branch 

Mineral County 

Rio Arriba County 

Rio Grande County 

Saguache County 

Saguache Public Library 

Sa.n&~@;~ Regional Development and Planning 

Southern Peaks Regional Library 

l-has county 

lNDlVlDUAL/ORGANlZATlON 

Adventures International 

Aguilar Energy Company 

Alamosa Valley Courier 

Allison, Mark 

Amax Incorporated 

American Rivers, Inc. 

American Wilderness Alliance 

Amoco Production Company 

Anderson, Phil 

Anpu, S.B. 

Anschutz Corporation 

Armagast, Bob and Judy 

Asper, Darwin E. 

Atkins, Larry E. 

Atlas Corporation 

Belton, ‘Ibrry 

Benson, Harold 

Benson, Norman 

Birdsall, Fred 

Blackgoat, Fernando 

Bouchard, Thomas 

Bryant, Pete 

Cal&on, Charles H. 

Cameron, Brad 

Catalano, Dwight 

Chevron Resources Company 
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Chevron USA, Inc. 

Clifton, Chas 

Club 20 

Coleman, Jim 

Coleman, Polly ( 

Colorado Assn. of 4WD Clubs 

Colorado Assn. of Motorcyclists 

Colorado Boat Owners Thsk Force 

Colorado Cattlemen’s Assn. 

Colorado Counties, Incorporated 

Colorado Environmental Coalition 

Colorado Farm Bureau 

Colorado Federation Mineralogical Society 

Colorado League of Women Voters 

Colorado Mining Association 

Colorado Motorcycle Dealers Assn. 

Colorado Motorcycle ‘Bail Riders Assn. 

Colorado Outdoor Education Center 

Colorado Snowmobile Assn. 

Colorado Sports Riders Association 

Colorado Wildlife Federation 

Denver, CO 

Colorado Springs, CO 

Colorado Woolgrowers Association 

Colorado Association of Four Wheel Drive Club 

Colville, Ruth M. 

Conejos County Woolgrowers 

Congdon & Carey Association 

Conservation Committee 

Cotter Corporation 

Coyle, Kevin J. 

Crespin, Paul 

Crowther, Ed 

Cyprus Mines Corporation 

Davey, Earl 

Davey, John L. 

Davis, Floyd M. 

Dubois, Delafield 

DiCenzo, Stephanie B. 

Dixon, Hobart N., PH.D. 

Duran, Michael 

Environmental Center 

Evans, Peter 

Eve, Thomas M. 

Exxon Company USA 

Denver - Tom Cirigliano 

Exxon Company USA 

Reg. Aff. Super. Midland, ‘I&as 

Falcon Head Mailing Services 

Federal Land Bank 

Fettes, Joe Jr. 

Fremont Ecology 

Friends of the Dunes, Inc. 

Frye, Ken 

Galatowitsch, Sue 

Gallegos, George 

Garretson, Gary 

Gibb, Henry 

Goldcrest, LTD. 

Gregory, Lee 

Gremrel, Bill 

Gronning Engineer Company 

Grupton 

Gumaer, Dorothy V 

Harris,Jim 

Harvey, Constance 

Harvey, Norman 

Heller, Clive 

High Chateau 

High Country News 

Homestake Miig Company 

Creede, CO 

Golden, CO 

Hughes, Mark 

Independent Petro Association of Mtn States 

Izaak Walton League of America Inc. 

Jensen, Debbie 

John, Larry J. 

Johnston, Bob Jr. 

Jones, Brad 

Kerr McGee Center 

Klecker, Jan L. 

Kopfman, Lynn 
Kuharich, Rod 

Ku&z, David W. 

Lazy ‘T’ Inc. 
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Linden, Julie K. 

Marathon Oil Company 

Marr, John G. 

Martin, Susan A. 

Martinez, Jim 

McClellan, Roz 

Meyer, Art 

Minerals Exploration Coalition 

Mobile Exploration and Producing 

Molycorp, Inc. 

Montgomery, Dave 1 

Morley, K. S. 

Mountain Bike Specialists - 

Mueller, Eleanor C. 

Naslund, Dave 

National Organization for River Sports 

National Wildlife Federation 

Natural Resource Defense Council, Inc. 

Nature Conservancy 

Nielsen, Ed 

Noranda Exploration, Inc. 

Oaks, Floyd Jr. 

Oliver, Chuck 

Oliver, Mike 

Pacific Coast Mines 

Pat Humphry 

Peacples, Sarah 

Phelps Dodge Corporation 

Public Service Company of Colorado 

Puckett, Catherine 

Pueblo Chieftain 

Canon City, CO 

Pueblo Chieftain 

Pueblo, CO 

Quinlan, Wayne 

Rampart Range M-C Management Committee 

Rehberg, Jeff 

Rocky Mountain Enduro Club 

Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association 

Rocky Mountain Trails Association 

Scherling, Bev 

Schmittel, Kenneth 

Schultz, Robert L. 

Lake of the Falls Parkway 

Shell Oil Company 

Sierra Club 

Washington DC 

Sierra Club 

Denver, CO 

Sierra Outfitters and Guides of Intros Inc. 

Simmons, Virginia McConnel 

Sizemore 

Smallowitz, Howard 

Sowards, Vaughn 

Spearman, Mike 

Spero, Vmce 

Stahlecker, Paul 

Stansfield, John 

Steck, John 

Strait, Richard A. 

Suiter, Gary 

Swanson, John R. 

Sylvester, Thomas 

Temple, Danny 

‘Ibxaco Incorporated 

Thatcher, John H. 

The Humane Society of the United States 

The Wilderness Society 

Washington, DC 

The Wilderness Society 

Denver, CO 

Tblisano, Jii 

Union Carbide Corporation 

United Four Wheel Drive Association 

Englewood, CO 

Tucson, AZ 

Valdez, Rudolph 

Valdez, Vigil 

Van Epps, Charles P 

Van Gieson, J.R. 

Ward, Larry 

Welch, Jack 

Welhehn, Bert 

Welhnan, Bill 

Western Archeological Consultants, Inc. 

Western Colorado Congress 
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Western Energy Company 

Western River Guides Association 

Western Utility Group 

Wheeler, Marty 

Whetherill, Clayton 

Whitten and S&reck Grading 

Whitten, George Jr. 

Wilson, Harry E. 

Wilson, Thurman 

Yeager, Kelly 

Young, J.T 

PUBLIC COMMENTS FROM form of letters that arrived before the close of the comment 

LETTERS 
period. ‘Ihble 2-l lists those comments considered to be 
substantial in the order they were received, by the comment 
letter number, and by the identified comment/response 

One hundred and seventy-eight persons, groups, or agen- 
number(s). 

ties submitted written comments on the Draft San Luis 
RMP/EIS. One hundred and fifty-three of these were in the 
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Table 2-l 
PUBLIC WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE SAN LUIS DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Letter 

Number Commenter 

Comment/Response 

Number(s) 

1 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

‘12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 
31 

32’ 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

U.S. Dept. of the Air Force 

William M. Folger 

William A. Coates 

John Spezie 

Adopt-A-BaiI, Biii Hughs 

Luciie Jones 

‘Bout Unlimited, Dean Swanson 

Ray “Lone Eagle” Miller 

USDI, Bureau of Mines 

Brad Cameron 

Pat Humphry 

Constance Harvey 

Henry Gibb 

Hobart N. Dixon 

‘Bailhead Ventures, Dick and Jan Scar 

G. K. Marsh 

Rocky Smith 

Daniel D. Chiras, Ph.D 

Babs Schinoler 

Steve Smith 

Michelle Matisans 

John B. Czarnecki, Ph.D. 

Christine Cipriano 

Dennis B. Williams 

Margaret Roberts 

Todd Robertson 

Stanley ‘Mbe 
Yvonne Mohr 

Bruce Mohr 

Max Fry 

Amy Swiatek 

Heather Schaai 

Kirsten Ingebrigtsen 

John Ziegman 

Judith E. Rocchio 

Norman J. Mullen 

l-l 

2-l - 2-4 

4-l-4-4 

5-l - 5-5 

6-1-6-2 

7-1-7-4 

8-l -8-4 

9-l- 9-5 

10-l 

11-l -11-3 

12-l- 12-5 

13-l- 13-5 

14-1-14-4 

15-l - 15-8 

16-l- 16-3 

17-l- 17-3 

18-l- 18-5 

19-l- 19-4 

20-l -20-5 

21-l- 21-2 

22-l - 22-5 

23-l - 23-4 

24-l-24-4 

25-l - 25-3 

26-l - 26-3 

27-l- 27-4 

28-l - 28-4 

29-l- 29-5 

30-l - 30-5 

31-l- 31-5 

32-l - 32-3 

33-l- 33-3 

34-l-34-4 

35-l - 35-2 

36-l - 36-4 

37-l- 37-6 
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Table.24 (Continued) 

Letter 

Number ’ Commenter 

Comment/Response 

Number(s) 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 

52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 

Don Thompson 

Michael Goldstein 

KirkCunningham 

Linda BatIin 

John M. Wade 

Mary Poss 

Eric Nickeh 

Gary Sprung 
Jesse Ross, Luke Ross, Tom Ezrie 

Jon H. Fairchild 

Brennan LinsIey 

Linda M. Lee 

JiII Ludeman 

Cyndi Shuler 

Sandy Lewenberg 

Lowell Soster 

Kathy Cox 

Roger Cox 

Carmen Blumberg 

Nate Inouye 

Meg Stephenson 

Steve Arrowsmith 

Boulder Audubon Society, M. K. Smith 

Nard Claar 

Jeff 

Dorothy H. Bradley 

Jamie Kingsbury 

E. S. Rock 

Don Potter 

Jamie Kingsbury 

E. S. Rock 

Don Potter 

Susan Eble 

Lucinda R. Smith 

Elizabeth T. Feazel 

Len AnzelI 

Pedro Paramo 

38-l- 38-2 
39-l- 39-4 
40-l - 40-2 
41-l- 41-2 
42-l- 42-4 
43-l- 43-4 
44-l-44-4 
45-l - 45-2 
46-l 
47-1 
48-l - 48-3 

49-l- 49-2 

50-l 

51-1 
52-l - 52-4 
53-l - 53-3 
54-l - 54-2 
55-l - 55-6 
56-l - 56-4 
57-l - 57-2 
58-l - 58-2 
59-l - 59-5 
60-l - 60-4 
61- 1 - 61-4 

62-l- 62-3 

63-l- 63-2 

64-l 

65-1 
66-l- 66-3 
64-l 

65-l 

66-l - 66-3 
67-l- 67-4 
68-l - 68-1 
69-l- 69-3 
70-l -70-5 
71-1 
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Table 2-I (Continued) 

Letter 

Number Commenter 

Comment/Response 

Number(s) 

72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

Tony Merten 

Gary Steinberg 

Richard Bradley 

‘Ibny Merten 

Bruce Berger 

Cyndra Dietz 

Miie Cockrell 

Caleb Gates 

Colo. Hist. Sot., Barbara Sudler (SHPO) 

Sierra Club, Rocky Mtn. Chp., Mark Pearson 

Chelsea Schwartz 

Georgia Smith 

Chrii Allen 

Jan Hose 

Nicole Moore 

Stan K. Munson 

Eric Zann 

Michael Boeder 

Colo. Env. Coalition, Kirk Koepsel 

Colo. Div. of Wildlife, Monte Vita Office 

Dept. of Health & Human Svcs., Kenneth Holt 

Kristine Johnson 

Brian Shields 

Margaret Murray 

Ruth Marie Colville 

Anna Auster 

Francie Pedro 

Molly Schroeder 

Lawrence M. and Jeanette S. Currier 

Paul W. Motsinger 

Kathy Hands 

John B. Shawcroft 

John M. Muste 

Jane Stanfield 

Rio Grande Water Cons. Dist., Lynn Kopfman 

John Kuzmiak 

Southwest Nat. & Cul. Heritage Assn. 

72-l- 72-5 

73-l - 73-5 

74-l - 74-3 

75-l - 75-4 

76-l - 76-2 

77-l- 77-5 

78-l- 78-5 

79-l- 79-4 

80-l - 80-3 

81-l- 81-4 

82-l - 82-5 

83-l- 83-2 

84-l - 84-4 

85-l- 85-5 

86-l - 86-5 

87-1 

88-l - 88-4 

89-l 

91-l- 34 

92-l - 92-4 

93-l - 93-3 

94-l- 94-5 

95-l - 95-2 

96-l - 96-3 

97-1 

98-l- 98-3 

99-l - 99-3 

100-l - 100-3 

101-l - 101-4 

102-l - 102-3 

103-l - 103-3 

104-l - 104-11 

105-l - 105-2 

106-l - 106-5 

107-l - 107-24 

108-l - 108-3 

109-l - 109-4 
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Table 2-I (Continued) 

Letter 

Number Commenter 

Comment/Response 

Number(s) 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

120 

121 

122 

123 

124 

125 

126 

127 

128 

129 

130 

131 

132 

133 

134 

135 

136 

137 

138 

139 

140 

141 

142 

143 

144 

145 

San Luis Vaiiey Water Cons. Dist., Richard Messick 

USDI, Fish and Wildlife Svc., Robert Leachman 

Thomas B. McArthur 

Dion Stewart 

USDI, National Park Svc., Richard A. Strait 

Charles Myers 

Colo. House of Rep., Lewis H. Entz 

Mary Beth Peters 

Town of Del Norte, Barney B. Black 

The Rio Grande Water Users Assn., Bili V Kopfman 

William S. Contes 

‘Rlluride Institute, Leigh Suiiivan 

Conejos Water Cons. Dist., Kelly Sowards 

Rocky Mtn. Oil and Gas, Alice Freil Benitez 

City of Monte Vista, Ronald Schulz 

Eleanor C. Mueller 

Public Service Co. of Colorado, John Steck 

American Rivers 

Offrce of the State Engineer, Jeris A. Danielson 

Ken Nelson 

Carol Wildman 

Kathy Miiier 

Mary Humphrey 

Elizabeth Chesley Duson 

Louise Rose 

James T Del Golyer 

Robert M. Armagast 

Patricia A. D’Andrea 

Cynthia Patterson 

Bob Stewart 

Susan S. Martin, Ph.D. 

Susann McCarthy 

Avril Fogden 

Ed Haywood 

John R. Swanson 

Sierra Club, Pies Peak Group, John Stansfield 

110-l - 110-6 

111-l - 111-2 

112-l - 112-2 

113-l 

114-l - 114-12 

115-l- 115-4 

116-l- 116-3 

117-l- 117-4 

118-l- 118-13 

119-l- 119-8 

120-l 

121-l- 121-2 

122-l- 122-13 

123-l - 123-3 

124-l - 124-5 

125-l - 125-5 

126-l - 126-3 

127-l- 127-15 

128-l - 128-7 

129-l- 129-4 

130-l - 130-2 

131-l- x31-2 

132-l - X32-8 

133-l - 133-4 

134-l - 134-4 

135-l- 135-13 

136-1 

137-l- 137-2 

138-l- 138-5 

139-1 

140-l - 140-2 

141-l- 141-2 

142-1 

143-l- 143-3 

144-l - 144-6 

145-l- 145-22 
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Table 2-1 (Continued) 

Letter Comment/Response 

Number Commenter Number(s) 

146 William L. Stevens 146-l- 146-2 

147 Caroline Gray Wolf 147-l- 147-3 

148 Philip Cole 148-l- 148-3 

149 M. I? Steinkamp, Ph.D. 149-l- 149-2 

150 Colo. Native Plant Society, Susan S. Martin 150-l - 150-12 

151 Y Michael Levison 151-l 

152 Div. of Parks 8c Outdoor Rec., Colo. NatAreas Prog., Dave Kuntz 152-l - 152-29 

153 % USDI, Nat. Park Svc., Great Sand Dunes, Nat. Mon., William E. WeIhnan 153-l - 153-8 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
FROM HEARINGS 

Thirty-three persons, groups, or agencies gave oral tes- 
timony/comments on the San Luis Draft RMP/EIS during 

the four public hearing sessions in Denver and Alamosa, 
November 1 and 51989. One person commented twice at 
the hearing in Denver. Table 2-2 lists those comments 
considered to be substantial in the order they were given, 
by the commenter, and by the identified comment/response 
number(s). 



Public Comments 

Table 2-2 
PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS ON THE SAN LUIS DRAFT RMP/EIS 

Commenter 

Number 

Hl , 

H2 

H3 

H4 

H5 

H6 

H7 

H8 

H9 

HlO 

Hll 

H12 

H13 

H15 

H16 

H17 

H18 

H19 

H20 

H21 

H22 

H23 

H24 

H25 

H26 

H27 

H28 

H29 

H30 

H31 

H32 

H33 

H34 

Commenter 

Dion Stewart 

Abe Reylea 

Bill Kopfman 

Barry Nelson 

Melvin Getz 

Judy Armagast 

Bob Myers 

Charles Stillings 

Steve Vandiver 

Elise Rudolph 

Margaret Robertson 

Clii Hartman 

Kelly Sowards 

Willian Lynn Kopfman 

Robert ‘Rem 

Dave Jones 

Dave Robbins 

Hobart Dixon 

Dennis Stanford 

Bob Kennemer 

Don Richmond 

Freeman Lester 

Dennis Williams 

Kirk Cunningham 

Kirk Koepsel 

Don Thompson 

Sarah Peapples 

Kurt Menning 

Jerome Michel 

Henry Gibb 

Roz McClellan 

Margaret Murray 

Kirk Koepsel 

Comment/Response 

Number(s) 

Hl-1 

H2-1 

H3-1 

H4-l- H4-2 

HS-1 - H5-2 

H6-l- H6-4 

H7-1 

H8-l- HS-2 

H9-l- H9-4 

HlO-1 

Hll-1 - Hll-6 

H12-1 

Hl3-1 

HlS-1 - HlS-2 

H16-l- H16-2 

H17-1 

H18-l- H18-13 

H19-l- H19-4 

H20-l- H20-2 

H21-l- H21-3 

H22-1 

H23-1 

H24-l- H24-5 

H25-l- H25-4 

H26- 1 - H26-13 

H27-l- H27-4 

H28-l- H28-4 

H29-l- H29-4 

H30-l- H30-3 

H31-l- H31-4 

H32-l- H32-3 

H33-l- H33-5 

H34-l- H34-5 
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BWblC COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES 

This chapter presents BLM responses to public comments 
submitted during the public review/comment period on the 
draft RMPEIS. The response numbers correspond to the 
numbers on the margins of the letter or transcript. The letter 
number or hearing transcript alphanumeric code gives the 
type of comment and the individual commenter identifica- 
tion (i.e., Hl is the first hearings commenter) the second 
numeric code is the comment/response number (i.e., Hl-1 
is the first hearing comment/response. Comments/respon- 
ses are shown by resource and/or resource use in the same 
order they were presented in the draft. BLM responses 
explain why a particular item is or is not addressed, clarifica- 
tion is or is not needed, whether or not a change in text is 
made, or give applicable reference to the reader. The 
responses must be read in conjunction with the comments 
just above that response. In some cases a paraphased com- 
ment will be used when multiple commenters had basically 
the same comment. 

AIR QUALITY 

Comments 114-6 and 153-I 

Any activities that would impact the monument’s Class I Air 
Quality status should be considered in your planning. 

Response 

As described on page 2-5 and ‘shown on Map 2-2, the 
designated wilderness area portion of Great Sand Dunes 
National Monument has PSD Class I status. The entire 
national monument is a Colorado Category 1 Area. 

Page 3-3 states “Additional (Air Quality) management ac- 
tivities include monitoring, analysis, and impact mitigation 
on a project-specific basis, which ensures compliance with 
applicable regulations and implementation plans.” This in- 
cludes impact analysis for projects affecting Great Sand 
Dunes National Monument. 

SOILS 

Comment 91-3 

The plan inadequately protects other sensitive areas from 
the affects of oil and gas development. The plan does not 
include protective stipulations for fragile soil and steep 
slope areas. Almost every other RMP in Colorado has 
provided protection for these sensitive areas that cannot 
withstand the onslaught of unmitigated development. 

Response 

Although seven soil series are identified in the draft RMP 
as being highly susceptible to erosion, none of these soils 
have characteristics that would preclude oil and gas opera- 
tion. The standard operating practices and siting latitude 
provided by the regulations would result in mitigation of 
potential impacts to a minimum level and would not warrant 
the inclusion of an NSO stipulation. Also the potential for 
significant increases in water salinity because of surface 
disturbance in the San Luis Planning Area was not iden- 
tified as a problem related to the soils types present. 

WATER RESOURCES 

Comments 104-I &2,107-l 2&l 4,11 O-l, 
118-I &2,11 g-4&5,1 22-l &2, and 135-2 

The Rio Grande at the State Line has been recorded as a 
no-flow river. According to the United States Geological 
Survey Water Data Reports for the Rio Grande Basin, flows 
near Lobatos, Colorado [a point within the reach of the Rio 
Grande studied] were zero for extended periods of days in 
1950-51, and in 1956. The Rio Grande, below Alamosa, is 
as far from a free-flowing natural river as exists in the West. 

Response 

Since there are no impoundments in the river segments 
under consideration, these segments are interpreted to be 
“free flowing.” There is no intent to “restore” the river to a 
pre-existing condition. The average lo-year flow from 1980 
through 1989 in this stretch of the river is 654 cfs, with the 
high flow in spring averaging 3,400 cfs. There is an implicit 
Federal reserved water right in the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Ad It is the BLM position, however, that flows required to 
satisfy the Rio Grande Compact are sufficient for the pur- 
pose of a wild and scenic river designation. There is no 
quantified reserved water right for the wild and scenic 
segment of the Rio Grande River in New Mexico, and BLM 
sees no need to request one for the proposed segment in 
Colorado. Pending future designation, BLM may have to 
quantify needs and file through the State Water Courts. 

Comments 10403,107-4&6,11 O-3,1 16-2,118- 
4,119-l ,I 2214,128-3&6,135-4 

The listed preferred alternative includes the recommenda- 
tion of wild and scenic river designation for a portion of the 
Rio Grande near the state line, and with this concept, the 
establishment of minimum streamflows for recreation and 
fisheries. The establishment of minimum streamflows would 
impact the operation of the Closed Basin Project, Platoro 
Reservoir, or any other future project. The development of 
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the Closed Basin Project was intended to assist Colorado in 
meeting its Compact deliveries to Mexico. 

Response 

The BLM position is that flows required to satisfy the Rio 
Grande Compact are sufficient for the purpose of a wild and 
scenic river designation. There is no quantified reserved 
water right for the wild and scenic segment of the Rio 
Grande River in New Mexico, and we see no need to request 
one for the proposed segment in Colorado. There is, how- 
ever, an implicit Federal reserved water right in the W&SR 
Act. Section 13e of the Act prohibits any modification of the 
Rio Grande Compact. Operations of the Closed Basin 
Project also would not be affected. 

Comments 107-l ,I IO-2,1 l&3,122-3, and 
135-3 

The Rio Grande and Conejos Rivers and their tributaries 
are grossly over-appropriated streams. With rare exception, 
many of the water rights in our valley go unsatisfied during 
much of the year because of the lack of physical supply. 

Response 

The average lo-year flow in this stretch of the river is 654 
cfs, with the high flow in spring reaching into the 3,400-cfs 
level. It is the BLM position that flows required to satisfy 
the Rio Grande Compact are sufficient for the purpose of 
a wild and scenic river designation. There is an implicit 
Federal reserved water right in the Act, however, there is no 
quantified reserved water right for the wild and scenic 
segment of the Rio Grande in New Mexico, and BLM sees 
no need to request one for the proposed segment in 
Colorado. Pending future designation, BLM may have to 
quantify needs and file through the State Water Court. 

Comment 107-2 

During almost every year and in a majority of the months of 
any year, an enormous percentage of the water flowing in 
the Rio Grande below Alamosa results from return flows 
and inflows into the river below the last diversion at the New 
Ditch. As a result, the water which is flowing in the river 
from just below Alamosa to the state line is water which has 
been previously placed to beneficial use. 

Response 

BLM agrees with these facts. 
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Comments 107~5,119=7,and 128-2 

Page 3-4, “It is the policy of BLM to protect, maintain, 
restore and/or enhance the quality of waters on public 
lands.” Depending on what is meant by this statement, it 
might very well impact the administration of water rights, 
the Rio Grande Compact, and the operation of the Closed 
Basin Project. Any attempt to change the current processes 
and administration would have to be done in cooperation 
with all affected agencies and users. 

Response 

BLM foresees no need for water quality improvement in the 
lower Rio Grande River. The river is currently classified for 
“recreation cl,ass I” and “aquatic life class I,” and the existing 
quality meets the standards for these classifications. 

BLM has no intention of condemning any private property 
or easement for any reason. There is no reason to change 
the current operations and administration of the river. Any 
additional properties or easements acquired will be through 
normal acquisition methods from willing sellers. 

Comment 107-9 

On page E-4 of the Appendix, there is a statement that the 
reach is free-flowing with high water quality; yet, at other 
points in the Appendix and the report, particularly page 3-3 
of the basic management plan, the agency acknowledges 
that there is insufficient data, in its opinion, to determine 
what the water quality and flows are and that further study 
is required. These statements are inconsistent and further 
indication of the inadequacy of the Environmental Impact 
Statement/Rio Grande Study Report. 

Response 

Your points are well taken; the fourth full paragraph (page 
3-3) has been changed to read “In the event that reaches of 
the lower Rio Grande River are designated for special 
management under the National wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
no Federal claims for instream flows are anticipated, how- 
ever, there is an implicit Federal reserved water right in the 
Act. Existing stream conditions are sufficient to satisfy the 
needs of any special management designations.” The river 
is currently classified for water quality “recreation class I” 
and “aquatic life class I,” and the existing quality meets the 
standards for these classifications. The Rio Grande River 
Study Report has also been rewritten and is in Appendix A 
of this document. 
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Comments 107-I 8&l 9,119-6, and H18-7 

You have no legal basis for making such demand and, to do 
so runs counter to the express directions of the United 
States Congress. You ought to recognize the irony of recom- 
mending a river for wild status and, at the same time, in the 
same document, recommending operation of a water sal- 
vage project to produce flows for the “wild” river. 

Response 

We agree and have withdrawn any recommendation for use 
of Closed Basin Project water to maintain minimum stream 
flows. 

Paragraph 5 referring to the operation of the Closed Basin 
canal for minimum stream flows (page 3-3) has been deleted 
and the following substituted: 

“In the event that reaches of the lower Rio Grande River are 
desingated for special management under the National WiZd 
and Scenic Riven Act, no Federal claims for instream flows 
are anticipated, however, there is an implicit Federal 
reserved water right in the Act. Existing stream conditions 
are sufficient to satisfy the needs of any special management 
designations. Pending future designation, BLM may have to 
quantify needs and file through the Colorado State Water 
Court. The river is currently classified for water quality 
“recreation class I” and “aquatic.life class I,” and the existing 
quality meets the standards for these classifications.” 

Comment 107-20 

The last two ditches on the Rio Grande which control all of 
the flow in the river during many months of the year are the 
Chicago Ditch and the New Ditch. These ditches are owned 
by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and are used 
to irrigate the Alamosa National Wildlife Refuge. But for 
these two ditches, there would be a substantial minimum 
streamflow in the Rio Grande for a greater period of time 
than currently exists. There is no discussion in any of your 
documents concerning your relationship with your sister 
federal agency and the very serious and sign&ant impact 
its operations have on the flows of the Rio Grande below its 
headgates. 

Response 

Although it is not discussed in the draft RMP/EIS, BLM 
maintains a close working relationship with U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. We are not concerned with the effect of the 
Alamosa Refuge operations on minimum streamflows, 
since it is the position of BLM that existing stream flows are 
sufficient to satisfy the needs of a wild and scenic river 
designation. 

Comment 107-21 

Finally, the Bureau of Land Management has a Congres- 
sionally authorized interest in the Closed Basin Project 
under Priority No. 2 of Pub.L. 92-514. Most certainly, your 
agency should feel free to undertake the steps necessary to 
transfer your interest in the Closed Basin Project produc- 
tion under Priority No. 2 from the Blanca Habitat Area to 
the Rio Grande as a flow enhancement mechanism, if that 
is your wish, and we would certainly work with you in that 
endeavor. 

Response 

We agree and have withdrawn any recommendation for use 
of Closed Basin Project water to maintain minimum stream 
flows. 

We appreciate your offer. Since our position is that existing 
stream conditions on the Rio Grande are sufficient for wild 
and scenic river designation, we see no need to transfer 
water from the Blanca WI-IA at this time. 

Comments 107-23,128-4&5, and 145-7 

It completely disregards your agencies obligation to acquire 
water rights for those wetlands under Colorado state law, to 
obtain replacement water for injury caused by these new 
depletions, and to identify the mechanism for accomplish- 
ing that replacement. 

Response 

We are fully involved with the water court, the Colorado 
State Engineer, and local water users in order to obtain 
water rights for the Blanca Wildlife Habitat Area. Develop- 
ment of the Emperius tract will have to wait until water 
rights accruing to that tract are evaluated, and needed 
changes for beneficial use are approved by the court. 

Comments 114-7 and 153-2 

While your RMP does not call for major water develop- 
ments, we want you to be aware that major changes in the 
water table could have a drastic effect on the dunes, both 
inside the national monument and those dune areas outside 
the Monument on BLM lands. 

eesponse 

We are aware that some studies are being done to examine 
the effect of lowered water tables on the dunes. BLM has 
no plans, however, that would change the water table in the 
valley. 
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Comment 128-I 

We note, with interest and some concern, portions of the 
draft RMP/EIS that would directly conflict with existing 
water resource practice dictated by state and federal legis- 
lation. Specifically, the following comments are offered for 
your consideration. 1. Page 3-3 contains the following lan- 
guage, “Legal rights would be acquired to use water in 
support of BLM programs. .” We assume the water court 
process will be followed. 

Response 

MINERALS MANAGEMENT 

Comments 4-l ,5-1,7-2,9-2,12-2,13-2,19-2, 
20-2,22-l ,23-2,24-l ,29-3,30-2,31-l ,32-l, 
42-4,43-3,44-2,45-l ,47-l ,48-l ,52-l ,56-l, 
58-2,59-3,67-4,70-2,72-2,74-l ,75-2,76-l, 
77-2,78-2,79-2,81-l ,8312,84-2,85-2,86-2, 
87-l ,89-l ,91-28,94-2,9612,98-2,99-2,100-2, 
101-I ,125-l ,H24-1 ,H26-2,H27-1 ,H28-1 ,H30-1, 
H32-1 ,H33-2,H34-2, and H34-3 

This assumption is correct. 

Comment 146-2 

I would like to insist the BLM prohibit any and all mineral 
leasing, mineral entry, and off-road vehicles (ORV) use 
within the ACECs. 

We must consider the “dewatering” of the Rio Grande per 
operation of the Rio Grande Compact since 1986 a most 
serious national concern. 

Response 

Response 

BLM has no role in the operation of the Rio Grande Com- 
pact. Your concern should be brought before various Rio 
Grande water users groups, Colorado State Engineer, water 
conservancy boards, and Bureau of Reclamation (Closed 
Basin Project). 

An area of critical environmental concern (ACEC) is a land 
use designation established for the purpose of providing 
management emphasis to special resource values within 
specific areas of the planning unit. The management objec- 
tives for such areas are developed through the planning 
process and further quantified through the preparation of 
a coordinated resource management activity plan 
(CRMAP). The designation of an area as an ACEC is not 
intended to create a defacto withdrawal or wilderness area. 

Comment H18-5 

You need to address within your document how you intend 
to interface with your fellow agency, the Department of 
Interior, that controls the source of water coming through 
Alamosa into the rest of the river reach. 

Response 

It is not BLM policy to prohibit or unnecessarily restrict one 
resource or use to meet other resource objectives. The 
analysis of mineral activities within the planning area and 
specifically within the ACECs did not identify the need to 
prohibit mineral development, but rather a need to mitigate 
certain actions on a resource-specific basis such as imposi- 
tion of leasing stipulations or mine plan approval require- 
ments. The imposition of these requirements is based on the 
need to mitigate anticipated impacts to specific resource 
values. These requirements are not imposed simply because 
an area is designated as an ACEC. 

BLM has had a very productive and sound workingrelation- 
ship with both of our fellow Department of Interior agencies 
within the San Luis Valley (Bureau Of Reclamation and U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service). The water involved in the Closed 
Basin Project is owned and controlled by the water users 
within the basin. The BOR acts as an operative agent in 
moving water within the scope of the project. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the Bureau of Land Management 
have some of the 16,000+ adjudicated or decreed water 
rights within the San Luis Valley. Based on the decisions 
within this’ plan, this working relationship with the other 
Federal agencies and the other water users within the valley 
will continue. 

Comment 1 O-l 

2-17 
,.. 

The RMP/EIS is comprehensive, well organized, and 
minerals are adequately discussed. However, a few sugges- 
tions may be helpful. Geothermal springs and wells (table 
2-6, p. 2-12) and 2,242 acres geothermal lease (p. 2-9) should 
be shown on leasable minerals-geothermal map 2-3b. Min- 
ing districts and mineralized areas (table 2-7, p. 2-12) should 
be’shown on locatable minerals map 2-4 since 
township/range locators are not shown. 

Response ..;. .I 1 
,_i/ ;. 1,. 

The *recommended inclusion of geothermal wells/springs 
and mining districts/ mineralized areas on the appropriate 
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maps has been completed. It is our opinion, however, that 
the presentation of geothermal and/or oil and gas leases and 
mining claims within the draft RMP would serve no long- 
range resource purpose because of the potential for rapid 
change in these instruments. The presentation of resource 
potential, however, identifies areas of probability for the 
presence or absence of leases and/or mining claims over the 
long term. 

Comments 91-1 and H-26-l 

The plan did not do an adequate job of analyzing what 
cumulative impacts could occur within the resource area. 
There needs to be more analysis of potential development 
in areas, regarding the cumulative impacts of oil and gas 
leases. 

Response 

The cumulative impacts of fluid minerals operations in 
relation to the reasonably foreseeable development for this 
area are adequately addressed within the draft RMP/EIS 
and are supported by a more comprehensive analysis within 
the San Luis Oil and Gas/Geothermal Technical Report. As 
stated on page l-10 of the draft RMP/EIS, this Technical 
Report is available for public review. 

Comment 91-2 

Perennial streams, lakes and riparian areas should also be 
protected from mineral leasing and development. Although 
page 4-28 states: 

As a matter of policy, fluid mineral operations could not be 
allowed within the 3,230 acres of riparian resources unless 
such activity could be fully mitigated to the satisfaction of 
the authorized officer. 

This is insufficient. Since a lease is a legally binding contract, 
this restriction must be put on the lease, or an operator can 
challenge the validity of such a policy. Riparian and aquatic 
areas should be closed to oil and gas development. If an 
operator desires to drill in a riparian or aquatic area then a 
plan amendment with full NEPA documentation should be 
prepared rather than allowing the authorized officer to 
approve such an action with no NEPA compliance. 

Response 

The use of a policy to exclude fluid mineral operations 
within riparian areas, which ,by definition includes per- 
manent waters, is enforceable and in our opinion more than 
adequate for the protection of these resources within the 
San Luis Planning Area. Riparian areas and perennial 
streams shall be avoided by moving the operation. The lease 
itself, as identified in Section 6, and the regulations under 

43 CFR 3101.1-2 provide more than sufficient justification 
and authority to invoke the identified policy. NEPA analysis 
will be required to determine mitigation requirements. 

Comment 91-5 

The model stipulations located in Appendix B have some 
disturbing aspects. These stipulations may be waived by the 
authorized officer, but the plan waiver clause never men- 
tions the need for NEPA compliance or public notification 
for input regarding stipulation waivers. An oil and gas 
operator should be made aware in the lease that waivers can 
only occur with public input and environmental analysis, 
and that a waiver is not left solely to the discretion of the 
authorized officer. 

Response 

The Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 
1987 provides that no oil and gas operations may be ap- 
proved by the authorized officer without providing a mini- 
mum of 30 days notification to the public and the completion 
of necessary analysis for the proposal. It further requires 
that any substantial modiication of lease terms shall neces- 
sitate the posting of such modifications for a period of not 
less than 30 days prior to approving the operations under 
such modification. Because these notification and analysis 
requirements are mandated by law, we believe it unneces- 
sary to restate them within the leasing stipulations, now in 
Appendix C. 

Comment 91-7 

The BLM fails to make any determination on whether lands 
are suitable for oil and gas leasing. All lands that are legally 
available for leasing are open to leasing. Many of these lands 
are not suitable for oil and gas development and thus should 
not be leased. 

Response 

The suitability or unsuitabiity of public lands for fluid ’ 
mineral leasing wasone of the principal issues identified for 
analysis by the SLRMP We are confident we met this 
responsibiity through the analysis we conducted and, based 
on this analysis, it was determined that no discretionary 
closures to fluid leasing were necessary. 

Comment 91-8 

BLM has also left many sensitive areas opened to mineral 
entry and sale. None of the characteristics that the BLM is 
trying to protect in the ACECs are either compatible with 
mineral entry or sale. Why then has the BLM left many of 
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these areas open to the possible development of a hardrock 
or aggregate rock mines? 

Response 

The Bureau is mandated by law to manage BLM-ad- 
ministered lands under a ~multiple use mission, which 
provides for mineral uses identified above. These uses will 
comply with ACEC management objectives to the extent 
provided by the regulations and direction identified in the 
RMP Implementation of locatable mineral activities can 
only be conducted after submission and approvaf of a plan 
of operations including bonding under the 3809 regulations. 
The Bureau believes this will ensure the protection of the 
special resources within these areas. 

Comment 91-l 0 

The most any alternative looks at closing to mineral entry is 
a scant 3% of the Resource Area. Alternatives vary from 1% 
to 3%, or in other words, basically no difference. With 
regards to mineral disposal, the most any alternative closes 
is just 16% of the Resource Area under the Natural 
Resource Enhancement Alternative. Alternativesvary from 
1% to 16%. Once again the difference in alternatives is 
negligible. 

Response 

The alternatives addressed a variety of closures to mineral 
entry and mineral material disposal based on the necessity 
of such actions to protect different resource values. The 
necessity for a complete prohibition of these activities was 
only identified within the various ranges you indicate 
pririrarily because of the numerous requirements imposed 
on these activities by Federal, state, and local governments 
and, in the case of mineral materials, our discretionary 
authority whether or not to make mineral materials avail- 
able. 

Comment 91-27 

The Blanca ACEC contains significant wetland resources. 
The area is heavily used by waterfowl as well as recreational 
users. The BLM, however, has only placed seasonal restric- 
tions on oil and gas development and leaves the area opened 
to mineral sales. These uses are not compatible with the 
protection of the outstanding wildlife habitat found in this 
area. 

Public Comments 

Response 

The Bureau is mandated by law to administer the public 
lands under a multiple use mission, which was our objective 
in identifying leasing and mineral material mitigation in this 
area. The use of a timing limitation stipulation for waterfowl 
nesting was identified as being adequate for the protection 
of this resource value. The standard operating procedures 
for fluid mineral operations will provide for limiting impacts 
to recreational uses by use of screening and noise reduction 
techniques if necessary. The use of any mineral material 
resources will be conducted in conformance with the 
management objective for the ACEC and can, if managed 
correctly, be a source for additional ponds within the area. 

Comment 91-29 

The Trickle Mountain ACEC is one of the most outstanding 
wildlife areas in the entire state. Trickle Mountain is home 
to Colorado’s four major big game species. The BLM will 
permit oil and gas development in this area with only 
seasonal restrictions, mineral entry, and mineral sales. 

Response 

The Bureau is mandated by law to manage BLM-ad- 
ministered lands under a multiple use mission, which was 
our objective in establishing leasing, and mining limitations 
within this ACEC. The mitigative measures for protection 
of wildlife from fluid operations include an NSO for bighorn 
sheep lambing areas and a timing limitation for big game 
winter range. Utilization of mineral materials is a discre- 
tionary action and will only be accomplished in accordance 
with the management objectives of the ACEC. Implemen- 
tation of locatable mineral activities can only be conducted, 
after submission and approval of a plan of operations in- 
cluding bonding under the 3809 regulations. Our analysis as 
indicated in the draft RMP concluded that the use of these 
mitigative measures will provide reasonable and imple- 
mentable objectives for the wildlife resources as well as 
ensure the multiple use nature of the area. 

Chapters 3 and 4 of the draft RMP describe the mitigation 
of these activities that will ensure the outstanding wildlife 
values attributed to this area will continue at a level com- 
patible with the Colorado Division of Wildlife strategic plan 
for this area. 

Comment 91-30 

The Cumbres and Toltec Railroad ACEC has been desig- 
nated to protect the viewshed of this historic railroad cor- 
ridor. The plan leaves this area open to mineral leasing, 

~mineral entry, and utility corridor construction. None of 
these activities are compatible with maintaining the histori- 
cal and scenic integrity of the Cumbres and Toltec Railroad 
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Corridor. Mines, oil wells and powerlines would mar the 
scenery that the ACEC is trying to protect. 

Response 

Please see responses to 91-8 and Realty and Lands com- 
ment 91-30 and the other comments with similar concerns. 
This ACEC is open to mineral entry and leasing for fluid 
minerals with a no surface occupancy stipulation. It is ex- 
cluded from major utility construction. The proposed RMP 
requires strict adherence to visual resource objectives for 
management in this ACEC. 

Comment 123-3 

Second, we strongly recommend that a map be included in 
the final planning documents and Record of Decision which 
displays where the various lease stipulations will be applied. 
We are aware that the planning documents contain maps 
showing the location of the resources found in the San Luis 
Resource Area, but it is not clearly indicated where stipula- 
tions will be utilized. Such information is extremely useful 
to companies when they are considering future activities in 
the area. Members of the public would undoubtedly also 
find this information useful, and it would likely help reduce 
the public’s confusion when activities are proposed on a 
lease in the future. A page-sized map would serve the 
purpose of disclosing this important information. 

Response 

The map requested is currently within the draft RMP on 
page 3-29. In order to make this map more readily accessible 
to members of the public, a larger full color map has been 
placed in the map envelope in the back of this document. 
Please bear in mind that the map only represents current 
information, which will change, and is not a reliable source 
of locations for applicable stipulations. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Comments 91-I 4,145-3, and H26-8 

Some support and some opposition to the proposal to es- 
tablish a public education/interpretive area at the Clayton 
Cone site were expressed during the review of the draft 
RMP/BIS . 

Response 

Some interest in the Clayton Cone site was expressed by 
educational institutions and other interest groups. A site- 
specific cultural resource management plan (CRMP) will 
be prepared for the site prior to opening the site to these 

institutions and groups. This activity plan will determine the 
specific prescriptions for interpretive collection, site 
management, etc. Please keep in mind that at the present 
time, nonvertebrate fossils are not afforded protection 
under specific regulations. Negotiated rule making is cur- 
rently underway, which wilI provide guidelines for the dis- 
position and protection of all fossil resources managed by 
BLM. Of course, no resources may be impacted without a 
complete assessment of effect. 

VEGETATION 

Comments 15-8 and H19-1 

BLANCA CHAINING REHABILITATION: I have 
studied both the North and South Chained Areas and 
recommend that no action be taken in either of these two 
tracts. Pinyons are re-establishing themselves naturally, 
especially on the North Chaining, and the scars from these 
operations probably will not be obvious in another 20 years. 
It would be a waste of time, effort, and money to do 
rehabilitation work there. 

Response 

Piion pine re-establishment rates in chained areas are vari- 
able, depending on such things as grazing impacts by live- 
stock and wildlife, and site productivity characteristics. It 
takes from 75 to 200 years for mature piiion-juniper stands 
to develop, and 300 years plus for climax communities to 
evolve. 

At present the crown canopy closures are from 0 to 10 
percent; however, over several decades 40 to 70 percent may 
occur, as is present in the adjacent stands. 

The color and texture appearance of the chained areas will 
improve or soften gradually with time, but the lines and form 
will be visible for at least 75 to 100 years because of the slow. 
growth rates of pifion. The planned rehabilitation, there- 
fore, will be accomplished. 

Rehab will be done in conjunction with timber and firewood 
harvest sales, which will provide benefits of fuelwood and 
Christmas trees for local residents. 

RIPARIAN RESOURCES MANAGE- 
MENT 

Comments 14-3,H24-2, and H25-3 

No increase in livestock on these BLM lands should be 
planned until protection and repair of delicate riparian 
communities is thoroughly planned and implemented and 
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proven. I commend your plans for range improvement, and 
suggest that additional forage be granted to wildlife until 
damaged riparian regions have been fully repaired. 

Response 

Approximately 70 percent of the riparian areas associated 
with perennial streams on BLM land in the San Luis 
Resource Area are in good to excellent condition. Most of 
these streams are within allotment management plans and 
are currently grazed by livestock. Of the 30 percent in poor 
to fair condition, about 70 to 75 percent is located on the 
Rio Grande River. BLM administers approximately 21 
miles of river bank on both sides of the river up to the 
high-water line. The east side above the high-water line is 
private and cattle graze year-long. Since there is no fence 
on the east side, cattle frequently move across the river and 
graze the BLM riparian zone. We are now in the process of 
controlling livestock use on the river and have negotiated an 
agreement to allow us to fence a portion of the east side. 

Resource Area is in good to excellent condition. Most of 
these streams are within allotment management plans and 
are currently grazed by livestock. Of the 30 percent in poor 
to fair condition, about 70 to 75 percent is located on the 
Rio Grande River. BLM administers approximately 21 
miles of river bank on both sides of the river up to the 
high-water line. The east side above the high-water line is 
private and cattle graze year-long, Since there is no fence 
on the east side, cattle frequently move across the river and 
graze the BLM riparian zone. We are now in the process of 
controlling livestock use on the river and have negotiated an 
agreement to allow us to fence a portion of the east side. 

The other areas in poor or fair condition, such as Ford 
Creek, Fisher Creek, Raspberry Creek, and La Garita 
Creek, are currently being managed to improve the riparian 
condition by using different grazing strategies combined 
with management tools, including rest. The solution is not 
to fence out riparian zones, but control the time that these 
areas are exposed to livestock. 

The other areas in poor or fair condition, such as Ford 
Creek, Fisher Creek, Raspberry Creek, and La Garita 
Creek are currently being managed to improve the riparian 
condition by using different grazing strategies combined 
with management tool , including rest. The solution is not 
to fence out riparian zones (unless no other management 
opportunity is possible) but control the time that these areas 
are exposed to livestock. We recognize that season-long 
grazing is detrimental to riparian zones and have eliminated 
this grazing practice on all but a short segment of two 
streams. 

Comment 91-I 5 

Regarding granting additional forage to wildlife, it must be 
assumed that this forage will be grazed. Whether it is grazed 
by wildlife or livestock, the effects will be the same. As 
mentioned above, timing (both season of use and length of 
grazing period) is the critical factor, and we have much more 
capability to control the timing of livestock than wildlife. We 
are using rest, however, as a management tool and have seen 
some great improvement. 

Our one concern regarding riparian management is the 
1,413 acres of lands identified in the plan with potential 
riparian habitat, If these lands are found to either possess 
riparian vegetation or have the potential to become riparian 
areas, what will the agency do with these areas? The plan 
does not say. The Final RMP/EIS should address this issue. 

‘Response 

Comments 40-2 

I am concerned about grazing impacts on riparian and 
wildlife and the BLM’s proposed increase in AUMs. Before 
AUMs are increased, I would lie to see the Q,&JQ$ 
manaeement increased, in particular in regards to riparian 
areas. Recent developments in non-point source regula- 
tions of the Clean Water Act make it more important that 
BLM examine its allotment management plans to prevent 
grazing season-long occupation of riparian zones by live- 
stock. The BLM should examine the BLM’s fencing and 
seasonal use practices used by the Agency in Oregon (vs. 
Earl McKinley), for use in the RA. 

Thank you for bringing this matter to our attention. If these 
areas have riparian values, they will be managed similarly to 
those riparian zones that are already known. Tools to be 
used may include rest from grazing, fencing, instream struc- 
tures, other changes in livestock management, etc. Objec- 
tives for these areas will also be included in existing and 
future management plans. This information has been incor- 
porated into the riparian sections throughout the proposed 
RMP/fmal EIS. 

Comments 91-20&21 and 125-3 

The BLM should examine methods of excluding livestock 
from riparian areas as well as state that any increases in the 
number of livestock cannot be to the detriment of wildliie. 

,. . 
Responsei 

I 

Approximately 70 percent of the riparian areas associated 
with perennial streams on BLM land in the San Luis 

Response 

BLM has excluded livestock from several riparian areas on 
a ‘temporary basis (e.g., La Garita Creek, Blanca Wildlife 
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Habitat Area, Ford Creek, La Jara Creek). Other areas are 
excluded because of inaccessibility; however, exclusion 
from livestock grazing is just one of the tools we have 
available. Other methods include fencing (temporary or 
permanent), herding, and changing season of use and/or 
length of grazing period. Approximately 70 percent of our 
perennial riparian areas are rated in good to excellent 
condition with a stable or upward trend (see page 2-19 of 
the draft RMP). Most of the areas in poor or fair condition 
are currently being managed to improve riparian habitat. 
Enhancement and protection of 7 miles of riparian habitat 
along the Rio Grande River are complicated by many fac- 
tors, but tentative management actions to protect and en- 
hance this have been developed. 

Any increased forage production allocated to livestock on 
a sustained permanent basis will be allowed only after 
monitoring studies show this could be allowed without af- 
fecting the existing uses and long-term ecological base. 
Nonlivestock uses and needs such .as wildlife, riparian, 
watershed, soil, etc., will receive 60 percent of any increased 
forage production first, if needed, and livestock would only 
receive 40 percent of the increase. 

Comment 132-2 

This alternative provides\insufficient riparian protection. 
Riparian protection is-needed for the entire 41 mile segment 
of the river. 

Response 

Although it would be ideal to protect this entire segment of 
the river, BLM admin$ters only two very small tracts in the 
stretch from Lasauses to the Alamosa Wildlife Refuge. That 
area from Lasauses south to the New Mexico State line is to 
be managed to protect and enhance the riparian resource. 
BLM administers property up to the high-water line on both 
sides of the river. Because of private ownership on the east 
bank above the high-water line, this would be a tremendous 
effort that would take years to complete. Attention should 
first be focused on that portion that has better management 
potential and then consider the possibility of continuing 
upstream. 

Comment 138-4 

Riparian values should be improved by more intensive 
management of grazing, including exclusion of cattle from 
the riparian zone and creation of alternative water source. 

Response 

.&vest&k grazing is currently managed more intensively on 
allotments where riparian areas are in poor or fair condi- 
tion. Examples of this include La Garita.Creek, Ford Creek, 

the Rio Grande River, San Luis Creek, and several streams 
on the west-facing slope of the Sangre de Cristo range. 
Cattle have been excluded on a temporary basis from some 
of these areas, which is a valuable management tool. Ex- 
clusion of livestock, however, is just one of the tools avail- 
able (e.g., salting practices, alternate water sources, 
herding, and controlling length of grazing period and season 
of use) to improve riparian condition. Approximately 70 
percent of our perennial riparian is in good to excellent 
condition under current grazing practices; a substantial 
improvement in the last 10 to 15 years. 

Comment 145-4 

We strongly support the proposals for riparian protection 
and enhancement of damaged areas. We recognize the 
importance of riparian zones and wetlands to waterquality, 
quantity and flood control. 

Response 

Thank you for supporting our management of riparian 
areas. New management strategies are currently in place on 
several streams, including La Garita Creek, Ford Creek, the 
Rio Grande River, and several streams on the west-facing 
slope of the Sangre de Cristo range. Currently, about 70 
percent of our perennial riparian is in good to excellent 
condition, and this will improve as rehabilitation efforts 
succeed. We have had to rely heavily on volunteer groups to 
accomplish this work, and your support will certainly help 
us in this endeavor. 

Comments 152019&23 

The Colorado Natural Areas Program supports special 
protection and enhancement measures for riparian areas. 
Emphasis should be placed on maintaining and enhancing 
native riparian species. Consideration of sensitive species 
(e.g., &ome multicaulis) should accompany any plans to 
increase waterfowl production. 

Response 

Thank you for supporting our management of riparian 
areas. We are currently trying new management strategies 
on several streams, including La Garita Creek, Ford Creek, 
the Rio Grande River, and several streams on the west- 
facing slope of the Sangre de Cristo range. These strategies 
emphasize management towards species diversity and com- 
plexity rather than managing for individual species. Al- 
though individual species are important, a complex plant, 
animal, and insect population is a better measure of overall 
health of a management area. Presently, about 70 percent 
of our perennial riparian is in good to excellent condition, 
and the percentage will increase as rehabilitation efforts 
continue. 
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Some nonnative grass and forb species may be used tem- 
porarily to establish ground cover on eroded banks. Long- 
term goals include a natural return to native vegetation. 

Comments H26-4 and H29-2 

Riparian areas need to be excluded from leasing as well as 
perennial streams. If there’s municipal watersheds or criti- 
cal watersheds located in the resource area, we would like 
to see those removed from the lands available for leasing. 

Response 

Our most critical ripariau area is the Rio Grande River 
Corridor, which has a no surface occupancy stipulation. 
There will be seasonal restrictions on most other riparian 
areas (December 15 to March 31). In all riparian areas, 
surface use standards will allow BLM resource managers to 
ensure that operations will not cause pollution to or change 
the character of riparian resources. 

Regarding mineral material sales, there will be no activity iu 
riparian’ areas. Approximately 1,300 acres will be closed to 
mineral entry for locatable minerals because of protective 
measures for other resources (e.g., WSAs, Blanca WHA, 
Rio Grande River Corridor, including the wild and scenic 
portion, etc.) BLM managers, however, do have the 
authority to restrict development in these areas if undue and 
unnecessary damage will occur. 

Comment H26-7 

. . . there will be an inventory of an additional 1,413 acres of 
riparian or of potential riparian lands. If these lands are 
determined to qualify as riparian, we think that there needs 
to be provisions in how the Bureau of Land Management 
plans on improving these areas also. 

Response 

The BLM will manage these areas under the same condi- 
tions as known, inventoried areas. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGE- 
MENT 

Comments 2-2,5-3,7-3,8-2,9-5,12-3,13-3, 
18-3,19-3,20-3,22-3,2313,28-2,29-4,30-3, 
31-4,32-3,35-2,37-4,39-3,44-l ,45;2,48-2, 
49-2,53-3,55-6,59-4,60-4,67-3,70-3,72-3, 

Public Comments 

73-2,75-3,77-3,78-3,86-3,8812,94-3,101-3, 
82-2,85-3,H21-1 ,H26-11 ,H28-2,H32-3, H33-3, 
H34-4 

I’m concerned also with stipulations to increase grazing on 
BLM lands in this region. I would, quite frankly, prefer to 
see the additional forage left for,wildlife. 

Response 

The Preferred Alternative specifies that 60 percent of any 
increased forage production will go to wildlife, riparian, 
watershed, soils, etc. (nonlivestock uses) if needed to sup- 
port these uses and to ensure a sound permanent ecological 
base for them. This will satisfy the projected needs for 
wildlife habitat and forage identified in the draft RMI? 

Range improvements benefit both livestock and wildlife; 
however, livestock operators in most cases contribute 
money and labor towards development and maintenance of 
these projects. Range improvements in most cases do not 
create increased forage production, but are necessary to 
implement improved grazing management and designed to 
improve the ecological base, range condition, other uses, 
and hopefully forage production. Livestock operators’ 
production costs increase whenever more intensive grazing 
management is implemented, therefore, we believe that 
allocating 40 percent of the expected increased forage 
production is an incentive for the operator to incur these 
additional expenses and cooperate in developing improved 
grazing management practices. Any increased forage 
production allocated to livestock on a sustained permanent 
basis will only be allowed after monitoring studies show that 
this will not affect the existing uses and long-term ecological 
base. 

Comment 4-2 

Grazing and range improvements: Range improvement is 
usually a euphemism for sagebrush destruction. Replace- 
ment of sagebrush with some more palatable grazing is 
generally a temporary measure, creating an unstable plant 
community which collapses in the next dry year because it 
does not have the deep roots of sagebrush. It also generally 
costs more than you can recoup from grazing fees. A 
rancher’s short-term gain from more grazing on public lands 
is not in the land’s long-term interest. Leave the balance 
between wildlife and livestock as it is.. 

Response 

At the present time we have no specific vegetative manipula- 
tion project planned. It is stated, however, in the Preferred 
Alternative that this tool can be used to meet management 
objectives. This probably will only be used if the’objective 
could not be accomplished using other methods or com- 
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pleted within the prescribed timeframe without vegetative 
manipulation. 

Any proposed vegetative manipulation projects will take 
into account the existing ecological base and the effects on 
this base, the effects on the wildlife habitat, the soil, and 
expected response of the vegetation. The conversion to a 
desired plant community in a given area could be beneficial 
to wildlife and the general health of the ecosystem if it is 
designed properly and not done on a large scale. 

Comments 24-2&3,25-2,43-4,45-l ,46-l ,47-l, 
50-I 952-I ,56-2,58-2,61-4,76-l 581-l 9 96-35 
98-2,102-3,106-3,144-3, and H24-2 

In all ACEC’s, lit or eliminate livestock. 

Response 

We are directed to manage the BLM-administered land to 
allow for a variety of legitimate uses (multiple use) and 
livestock grazing is just one of those uses authorized by the 
Federal Land PoIicy and ManagementAct. We will continue 
to manage the public lands under this concept and will 
monitor to ensure that there is a balance between the uses 
without deteriorating the ecological base supporting these 
uses. No use will be eliminated totally for the exclusive use 
of another unless monitoring shows that this is necessary. 

Comment 34-4 

My only suggestion is to use a system similar to Levels of 
Acceptable Change to maintain the range in an excellent- 
good condition, this is usually the optimal level for all users. 

Response 

One of the overall objectives of the RMP is to manage the 
BLM-administered lands to attain good range condition 
based on the ecological potential of the site. 

Comment 91-17 

Intensive grazing management often involves high densities 
of fencing, water tanks, and other range improvements. It 
also can involve the frequent rotation of cattle, the use of 
fertilizers, irrigation or planting of non-native species of 
grasses. The plan fails to mention which of these techniques 
would be used and the impacts that these developments 
would have on other resources. 

Response 

Appendix D, “Livestock Grazing Management” in the draft 
RMP/EIS summarizes the types of grazing management 
systems and treatments that are being used or would be used 
if needed to meet management objectives. It also lists the 
types of range improvements that are being used or would 
be used to facilitate implementation of intensive grazing 
management as provided in an activity plan such as an 
allotment management plan (AMP) or coordinated 
resource management activity plan (CRMAP). As stated in 
the draft RMP page 3-5, under ‘Livestock Grazing Manage- 
ment” grazing management will be based on the 1978 San 
Luis Grazing Environmental Statement.” The specific graz- 
ing management program and range improvement needs 
are identified in the AMPS written for this document. A 
site-specific environmental assessment will be completed to 
analyze the effects of any changes made in the existing 
AMPS or development of specific grazing programs or 
range improvements in new AMPS or CRMPs. Appendix D 
has been revised and is included in this document. 

Comment 91-I 8 

Basically, the plan needs to come up with a more realistic 
livestock management scenario for the life of this plan. With 
the limits of federal budgets, the more or less steady demand 
for red meat and the adverse impacts associated with an 
intensive grazing infrastructure, the BLM is not being realis- 
tic in its projections. 

Response 

The projected increased forage production is an estimate 
based on implementing improved grazing management. 
The assumption in this plan is that we will continue to get 
adequate funding to implement the grazing programs. Any 
increased forage production allocated to livestock on a 
sustained permanent basis will only be allowed after 
monitoring studies show that this could be allowed without 
affecting the existing uses or long-term ecological base. 

Comment 91-l 9 

Since the Final San Luis Resource Area Grazing Manage- 
ment EIS came out in the late 1970’s how much of the 
increase predicted has been realized? 

Response 

Preliminary data from the ecological site inventory (ESI) 
work completed in the resource area shows an improvement 
in the range condition. We have only compiled part of the 
ES1 work completed but believe it is representative of the 
remaining acres. The following is a comparison based on 
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percentage between the San Luis Resource Area Grazing 
Management EIS range condition and the present data 
collected. 

Range Condition Percent EIS PerE;AESI 
Data 

Poor Condition (early 
seral) 

38 26 

Fair Condition @id seral) 48 56 

Good Condition (late 
seral) 

14 18 

No permanent increases have been allocated to livestock at 
this point, but results of improved management are being 
realized as shown in the above figures. Temporary increases 
for livestock use are being allowed based on forage condi- 
tion. Increases will only be continued on a temporary basis 
until monitoring studies show that this can be allowed on a 
long-term basis without affecting the existing other uses or 
the ecological base. 

Comment 145-5 

We support the Preferred Alternative. A major benefit to 
the entire RA would be the implementation of Holistic 
Resource Management practices on all grazing allotments 
where feasible, especially common allotments. BLM should 
develop an education plan to speed and facilitate the tran- 
sition from former practices to holistic. We recognize the 
growing economic value of both non-consumptive and con- 
sumptive uses of wildlife in the San Luis Valley. 

Response 

2-2s 

Your comments are appreciated. The resource area has 
started to apply holistic resource management (HRM) 
programs on several allotments. We have developed an 
HRM program with a group of permittees in a common 
allotment. We coordinated a 2-day course on HRM for this 
group of permittees, which was well attended. 

WILDLIFE AND FISH HABITAT MANAGE- 
MENT 

Comment 39-4 

Your management is critical to the wildlife, especially 
during lambing, fawning, calving periods. Set policies about 
human use during these critical periods before they become 
a problem. 

.). / 
: 

Public Comments 

Response 

This will be accomplished through the specific stipulations 
and objectives for wildlife resources that were presented in 
the Preferred Alternative (i.e.,- birthing areas) as well as 
activity plans for site-specific areas. 

Comment 55-5 

The AWDI proposed project may destroy the Blanca 
Wildlife ACEC. BLM must stop the AWDI! 

Response 

BLM is well aware that American Water Development, Inc. 
(AWDI) proposal could severely impact the Blanca WHA. 
On February 24,1987, on behalf of the BLM, the National 
Park Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, the U.S. Department of Jus- 
tice entered a Statement of Opposition to the Water Court 
in Water Division 3. 

Comment 91-I 6 

The RMP should also separate riverine areas from its 
lacustrine areas. 

Response 

Lakes and ponds are separately discussed in the wildlife 
section, page 2-27, and in Appendix C of the draft 
RMP/EIS. 

Comment 91-28 

The Rio Grande Corridor ACEC was designated to protect 
riparian areas, its recreational opportunities, and outstand- 
ing wildlife habitat. The plan permits mineral entry in the 
northern portion of this unit from Lobatos Bridge to 
Lasauses. This northern portion of the ACEC is also left 
open without any restrictions to ORV use. Mining and ORV 
use are not compatible with the outstanding recreation and 
wildlife resources found in the northern part of the ACEC. 
Both of these activities could severely mar the scenic and 
natural integrity of this area, thus adversely effecting wildlife 
and recreation. These activities could also affect efforts to 
restore the Rio Grande’s riparian areas to a more natural 
and productive conditions. 
8 

Response 

ACEC is a land use designation to “red flag” an area of land 
with special values that need specific management to main- 
tain or enhance these special values. It is not a closed area, 
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nor is it a defacto wilderness. OHV use will be allowed in wetland habitat primary requirement category. This habitat 
some areas of special concern and not in others. The site- type received special consideration in the draft RMP, which 
specific CRMAP will determine where, if any, in the special will benefit nongame animals signitkantly. Threatened and 
area, OHV limitations will be placed to protect wildlife endangered species, which are all nongame, are also ade- 
resources. quately covered in the plan. 

Comment 92-l Comment 105-2 

However, I do think that the March 31 ending date may 
potentially impact herds during some winters. Extending 
the exclusion dates to December 15 through April 15 would 
help prevent problems at a critical time period. Protecting 
birthing areas will benefit those species identified in the 
plan. 

I believe that wildlife protection and the goal of acquiring 
scenic or protective easements on the east side of the river 
should be included in the Resource Management Plan. 

Response 

BLM has some flexibility under various leasing guidelines 
to extend 15 days on a site-by-site basis if conditions war- 
rant. 

As the Resource Management Plan shows, excessive and/or 
untimely recreational use of the Upper Rio Graude Box has 
created pressures on raptor and waterfowl populations. 
Regulation of the recreational boating season is necessary 
to prevent permanent and irreversible damage to the 
wildlife in the area. 

Response 

.Comment 92-2 BLM is proposing to acquire lands or interest in lands (i.e., 
conservation easements) on the east side of the river. This 
proposal is included in the draft RMI! 

I noticed that this draft has shied away from discussing 
thermal and hiding cover in regards to forested lands. I hope 
this does not reflect management intentions concerning 
timber harvest and planning. Although this topic is a hard 
one to get a handle on, it none the less is very important to 
wildlife populations to plan in order to ensure adequate 
habitat with good spatial relationships. We would en- 
courage the BLM to attempt to provide for at least some 
minimum cover requirement guidelines to be developed at 
some future time. 

Response 

Pages 3-31 and 4-32 of the draft RMP state both thermal 
and cover requirements for big game on 4,315 acres of 
commercial timber areas will be maintained. Requirements 
would be determined on a site-by-site basis with input from 
the DOW. 

Comment 92-4 

Additionally, there is little specific attention for nongame 
species in the draft plan. The BLM has very important 
nongame wildlife resources under its care in the valley, the 
above being just one of the standouts. 

Response 
\ . 

Review of the management situation analysis&ISA) by the 
Division of W&llife, did ‘not indicate an issue concerning 
nongame management on BLM-administered lands. Most 
of the nongame species on the DOW sensitive list are in the 
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The BLM study team believes there is a growing need for 
uniform management of the river from Lobatos Bridge 
south through the wild and scenic river segment in New 
Mexico. Recent wildlife observations indicate there is in- 
creased disturbance of nesting waterfowl and predatory 
birds. It is becoming very apparent that more intensive 
management of recreational use may be needed to solve 
these problems. A specialized team will be doing an analysis 
in 1991, which should help us in future management. 

Comment 107-22 

However, you provide that you wish to &X&Q an addition- 
al 1,805 acres of new wetlands. You do not provide the 
source of water for this wetland development and that 
becomes the critical failing in your plan. The record should 
be abundantly clear that there is no likelihood, under cur- 
rent circumstances, that you can obtain additional wells for 
wetland development without complete augmentation of 
the impacts of those wells. 

Response 

There are several options to acquiring water rights includ- 
ing but not limited to purchase, trades, or development and 
augmentations; If a water right is necessary for develop- 
ment, BLM would go through proper procedures with the 
Colorado State Water Court. The question addressed in the 
plan is whether or not these historic wetlands should be 
developed. 



Comment 123-2 

First, we request that BLM clarify and incorporate in the 
final planning documents the rationale for leasing bighorn 
sheep lambing range with a strict no surface occupancy 
requirement. It would seem that a timing limitation would 
provide adequate protection for this sensitive resource 
without having to resort to a preclusion of all activity on a 
year-round basis. There may also be other types of mitiga- 
tion measures available which would suffice to safeguard 
the lambing range. 

Response 

The existing Oil & Gas Umbrella EA #CO-050-SL-82-28 
describes in detail the assessment of impacts from oil and 
gas activities on bighorn sheep lambing areas. “It appears 
that these small areas are selected or based on topography 
(escape cover, exposure and the association of nearby feed- 
ing and watering areas).” It also appears that the availability 
or the number of sites may be a limiting factor on the ‘BickIe 
Mountain Area aswith most other bighorn sheep ranges. 
Bighorns are probably the most sensitive of the big game 
animals to the types of impacts associated with oil and gas 
activities. Any of these impacts on critical lambing areas 
could result in the abandonment of the area. Also, any 
topographic rearrangement; i.e., roads, leveling for pads, 
production development, etc., could result in decreased use 
or abandonment of the lambing area. Appendix C (Fluid 
Minerals Management) in this document clarifies the NSO 
stipulation. 

Comments 132-4,138-3,147-2, and 148-2 

Studies of raptor and waterfowl nesting habitats suggest that 
recreational floatboating has a disastrous effect on success- 
ful population maintenance. Continually increasing recrea- 
tion use of the Bras Gorge below the Red River confluence 
has served to push both raptor and wildfowl populations 
north, into the upper Rio Grande Box Canyon. For this 
reason, it is of paramount importance that recreation be 
intensively managed in section C. 

Response 

We agree, and the following changes in the draft RMP are 
included in Chapter 4 of the proposed RMP/fmal EIS: 

3-30 - “Recreational use would be managed to maintain and 
perpetuate existing values in Segments B and C of the Rio 
Grande River Corridor” will be added after the last.seqtence 
in the last paragraph. 

‘/. .’ _1 
3-35 - ‘I... in-both the Rio Grande Corridor and’the:Blanca 

SRMAs” will be added to the third paragraph. 

Public Comments 

Appendix A (Rio Grande River Study Report) in this docu- 
ment addresses regulation of recreational use in Segment C 
of the Rio Grande River Corridor. 

Comment 144-5,H28-4 

I also would like to suggest that an additional 12.3 miles 
north of the 8.8 miles already suggested for designation also 
be incinded in that recommendation up to the north, to the 
Lasauses Cemetery, as the raptor population in this area is 
equal to that found in thebiids-of-prey area along the Snake 
River in Idaho, which seems to be a unique characteristic 
that would warrant its inclusion. 

Response 

Our present data base shows all 22 miles have outstandingly 
remarkable values, and the area is identified as crucial 
habitat for bids-of-prey. This 22-mile portion has been 
determined eligible and suitable for wild and scenic desig- 
nation. Available information is not conclusive to support 
the contention that raptor population in the lower 8-mile 
segment does equal or exceed the Snake River Birds-of- 
Prey Area. A raptor study funded by BLM in 1991 is in 
progress. The designation of wild and scenic river is based 
on a number of characteristics of which wildlife populations 
is only one. 

Comment 144-6 

‘Ib classify the San Luis Resource Area as’ a dedicated 
National Natural Preserve with this area classified as a 
National Critical Habitat area, as well and to guarantee that 
Old Growth Forest Habitat receive inclusion in a National 
Old Growth Sanctuary System. 

Response 

We find no congressional legislation referring to your terms 
of classifying wildlife habitat. The RMP, according to BLM 
guidance and policy, identifies and classifies over 342,000 
acres as “crucial habitat” for various wildlife species. 

Comment 145-6 

We support the Prefered Alternative with the additions 
listed below. We recognize the overall importance of the 
Blanca WI-IA (including the Emperius -act) and its 7,750 
acres and the crucial role of the BLM land in the San Luis 
Valley as winter ranges. ., j 

Response ,. _, ..: 
i 

Thank you for your support. We believe the RMP adequate- 
ly expresses the significance of the Blanca ACEC and the 
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crucial winter ranges with respect to wildlife and recreation 
resources in the San Luis Valley. 

Comment 145-9 

We recommend establishment of management procedures 
for emergency wildlife/winter range situations allowing 
temporary situations allowing temporary allocation of 
domestic animal forage to wildlife beyond the 60/40 formula 
of the Preferred Alternative. In this way this formula would 
not be an obstacle in times of imminent wildlife mortality, 
as we have seen in the recent past. 

Response 

Imminent wildlife mortality has not been a historical prob- 
lem on BLM-administered winter range in the San Luis 
Valley. If and when this occurs, snow depth makes forage 
unavailable. Increasing unavailable forage will not alleviate 
the problem. Also, the 60140 split only applies to new forage 
produced by implementing the plan. 

Comment 146-l 

I suggest some appropriate special management treatments 
for wildlife and fisheries for the Rio Grande above and 
below Lobatos Bridge ah the way to the Alamosa National 
Wildlife Refuge. The stretch from the New Mexico border 
to near Lobatos Bridge clearly should be in the National 
Wild and Scenic River System. 

And as far as the 60140 split, I wanted to address that 
concern, too. I think it’s very commendable that 60 percent 
of the increase in AUMs is going to wildlife. I think it should 
be higher though. 

Response 

Special management treatments for wildlife are included in 
the plan. A major example is the riparian management being 
proposed, also restrictive stipulations on oil and gas, OHV, 
and recreation. In the proposed resource management 
plan, the 22 miles of the Rio Grande River immediately 
north of the New Mexico border has been determined eligible 
and suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic 
River System. 

The 60/4O split was made to enhance the natural resource 
values, meet multiple use mandate, and also give the live- 
stock interest an incentive to cooperate in allotment 
management plans. 

Comments H18-1 and H18-2 

There is a suggestion in the report that an additional 
eighteen hundred and five acres of new wetlands would be 
developed in these areas, or should be developed in these 
areas. I want the record to be clear, and I believe that BLM 
should address the sources of water that are proposed for 
the development of those wetlands. 

The BLM has failed to examine the need to protect old 
growth forest resource on its lands. The plan needs to 
include an inventory of old growth acreage and must ex- 
amine what percentage of this acreage wiIl be left in this 
condition. 

Response 

There are several options to acquiring water rights includ- 
ing but not limited to purchase, trades, or development and 
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augmentations. If a water right is necessary for develop- 
ment, BLM will go through proper procedures with the 
Colorado State Water Court. The question addressed in the 
plan is whether or not these historic wetlands should be 
developed. 

Comment HI 8-3 

There needs to be a recognition in the record that there will 
have to be augmentation of the stream system of other 
wetlands environment on these three tracts if they are to be 
developed at the level you are talking about because there 
isn’t any water out there. It has to come from somewhere, 
and when you take more water from the system you are 
going to hurt someone and you need the plan for augmen- 
tation, and I would like to see that addressed. 

Response 

BLM is presently involved in preparing an augmentation 
plan for these waters. 

Comment H34-4 

Response 

FOREST AND WOODLAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Comments 91-22,91-23, and 145-l 0 

Response 

Please refer to the Canon City Ten-Year Forest and Wood- 
land Management Activity Plan, referenced on page 2-27 in 
the RMI? This document is available for review in the Cafron 



City District Office; it was not included in the appendix 
because of its length. 

As shown on l’hble 2-19 in the draft RMP, only 5,894 acres 
(22 percent) of the total acres of commercial forest land 
(CFL) are used to calculate an allowable harvest level. The 
remaining 21,150 acres of CFL, or 78 percent of the total, 
are to be allowed to grow through successional stages as 
influenced by the lack of fire in most cases, and with little or 
no control of forest pests. Primarily, only noncommodity 
uses and benefits will be available on these acres. The stands 
in this category already offer old growth characteristics and 
will continue to mature. 

It is BLM policy to manage to maintain the desired forest 
ecosystems. This could require that opportunities to 
manipulate vegetation in manners that will be advantageous 
to forest health, wildlife, fisheries, water, recreation, and 
range be implemented on the forested acres (including 
riparian areas) that are removed from the allowable harvest 
base. This means that no planned harvest is scheduled from 
these acres, but that other types of operations are not 
necessarily precluded. Operations of this type are expected 
to be rare, and proper environmental analysis and NEPA 
compliance will be followed. 

LANDS AND ,REALTY MANAGEMENT 

Comments 2-3,4-3,5-2,8-3,9-3,l l-2,18-5, 
20-4,21-1,22-4,24-2,27-4,29-5,30-4,31-5,33-3, 
34-3,36-4,39-2,40-l ,42-3,44-3,47-l $2-2, 
55-4,5613,59-5,66-2,61-3,63-2,6712,69-3, 
70-4,72-4,73-4,76-2,77-4,78-4,79-3,81-3, 
82-5,84-3,85-4,86-4,88-3,89-l, 91-25,94-4, 
98-3,99-3,100-3,102-2,106-4,125-4,144-4, 
H6-3,H21-2,H24-4,H26-12, H27-3, H28-3, 
H29-3,H31-1, and H33-4 

No power lines should be allowed within these scenic and 
natural lands. 

Response 

The Taos powerline was proposed before the RMP process 
began. Much public opposition to the proposed route was 
received, and alternative routes have been proposed. Public 
Service of Colorado has recently submitted an alternative 
proposal involving a route on the west side of the Pifion 
Hills/Flat Top areas and notified BLM that the application 
for the proposed ‘Iaos/San Luis Valley 345 kV line has been 
withdrawn effective December 11,1989. A powerline into 
Colorado from New Mexico could be possible in the future, 
and it will be treated on a site-specific basis if and when it 
occurs. 

Public Comments 

Comment 6-2 

We do have one concern in the area, however. That concern 
is the Mt. Blanca Road, and this we desire to remain open 
to use and be excluded from the wilderness the U.S.ES. has 
proposed. Since the initial mile or so is on BLM land I 
mention this concern here. 

Response 

The Mt. Blanca Road, from Highway 150 to the U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) trailhead and boundary, is open to public 
use and will continue to be open for public use on BLM-ad- 
ministered lands. The off-highway vehicle designation for 
this area in the plan will be limited with seasonal road/trail 
closures during the wetter spring period to allow for better 
road/trail maintenance, but may remain open the remainder 
of the year. 

Comments 12-4,13-4, and 14-4 

I also protest the plan permitting utility companies to con- 
struct the Taos powerline which would run through the Rio 
Grande Corridor west to Flat Top Mesa and Pifron Hills 
WSA. All of these areas are to be designated ACECs in the 
plan, and a powerlinewould not be compatible withprotect- 
ing the natural and scenic qualities of these areas. 

Response 

A major utility in view of the Rio Grande River Corridor 
would create an unacceptable intrusion into the viewshed. 
An alternate route similar to that proposed by Public Ser- 
vice of Colorado could allow for utility development in the 
area, but avoid the Rio Grande River Corridor and the 
majority of the viewshed of the San Luis His ACECs. All 
ACECs are excluded from major utility corridor location, 
and utility corridors designated in this plan are located 
outside the ACECs.Comment 91-24 

Comment 91-24 

We recommend one change in the proposal for potential 
acquisition areas. Lands along the west side of the Great 
Sand Dune National Monument should be included as 
potential land acquisition sites. The current land ownership 
within the proposed Sand Castle ACEC and the rest of the 
western flank of the Great Sand Dunes has high concentra- 
tions .of Paleo-Indian cultural sites. Currently land owner- 
ship in the area is a mix of BLM, state school lands, and 
private,lands. If the Bl..?v$ could block up ownership in this 
area; it would’better protect these nationally significant 
cultural resources. 
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Response 

BLM-administered land in the San Luis Lake areas is dis- 
cussed on page 3-31 of the draft RMP and is designated for 
disposal only to the National Park Service or the Colorado 
Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation. Another pos- 
sibility would be for this land to remain under BLM ad- 
ministration and negotiate an exchange with the private 
landowner to block up BLM-administered lands into a 
more manageable unit. The private landowner has ex- 
pressed a desire to do this; however, to date, BLM has not 
received any formal proposal. 

inconvenient to use and dumping fees are required on some. 
Without implementing appropriate mitigation plans, these 
problems will probably worsen. Consideration should be 
given to mitigative measures that may help reduce this 
problem of illegal dumping. 

Response 

Comments 91-26 and 91-30 

Unauthorized dumping is still occurring on BLM to some 
extent. BLM is currently working with the local counties as 
much as possible to clean up old dumpsites and prevent new 
dumping. No new sanitary landfills are anticipated on BLM 
although some possibilities are available (i.e., sale or ex- 
change). BLM will continue to reclaim old illegal dumpsites 
as opportunities develop. 

Los Mogotes, Sand Castle, and the Cumbres and Toltec 
Railroad Corridor should also be included as utility cor- 
ridor exception areas. All three of these areas have resour- 
ces which would be adversely affected, therefore, the 
integrity of the areas would be compromised with the future 
construction of utility corridors. 

Comments 104-6i7,107-1 O&l 1 ,I 18-7&8, 
122-7&8, and 135-78~8 

Response 
> 

.’ 
I 

The Wrld and Scenic Rivers Act allows your agency to 
condemn private land if the river is designated. We strongly 
resist a designation which would then permit the condem- 
nation of private property. 

These three areas and all other ACECs are exceptions and 
are reflected on the large maps in the back of thii document. 
Each area does have special resources or characteristics 
that should be protected. The Western RegionalCorridor’ 
Study, which was done by the Western Utility Group, did 
not.propose corridors in any of these areas. 

Response 

Comment 91-29 

The ‘Bickle Mountain ACEC is one of the most outstanding 
wildlife areas in the entire state. Trickle Mountain is home 
to Colorado’s four major big game species. Utility corridors 
will also be permitted. The BLM is once again permitting a 
number of activities which would have substantial adverse 
impacts on the wildlife habitat that BLM is trying to protect. 

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act authorizes BLM to 
acquire the land in fee simple or to only acquire a scenic 
easement. Normally BLM acquires interest in private land 
through negotiation with willing buyers rather than con- 
demnation. Condemnation of private property is not al- 
lowed by the Act if more than 50 percent of the land is 
publicly owned. Our calculations indicate that 36 percent of 
lands adjacent to the river are publicly owned. 

Comments 109-2,115-2,117-2,129-l ,I 33-2, 
134-2,147-l, and 148-I 

Response 

My concern is that wildlife protection, with goals to acquire 
scenic or protective easements on the east side of the river, 
be included in the RMI! 

Page 3-35 in the draft RMP states that acquisition could be 
accomplished either by fee title or through easement. Fee 
title would be the best management option; however, ob- 
taining a conservation or protective easement would be the 
next best option. .When BLM buys a conservation easement 
from a landowner; it buys the right to control the use of that 
land and to protect the natural qualities of the area. The 
scenic easement contains restriction on the future use and 
development of the land. Wildlife in the area will be con- 

It is stated that unauthorized dumping appears to be on the sidered part of the natural quality and will be protected. 
increase, primarily because some authorized landfills are Because the quality of wildlife is both pristine and unique, ,. 

Public Service Company of Colorado envisions no utility 
routes in the Trickle Mountain area because existing lines 
can handle use by the current residents, and no increase in 
population of the area is anticipated. If any new utility lines 
were ever proposed, they would be considered, but all 
efforts will be made to avoid Trickle Mountain, because of 
the unique ‘wildlife values. Other alternatives are possible 
such as following State Highway 114. 

’ ‘, ,, . ., . 

Comment 93-3 “:‘- i -‘-- 

Response 

/ 
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it will’be a high priority determining factor for acquiring a 
conservation easement. 

Comments 114-I and 153-7 

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) fails to adequately 
address lands other than those administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) within the San Luis Resource 
Area. 

Response 

All Federal, state, and county agencies with an interest in 
the San Luis Planning Area were contacted concerning the 
draft RMI? Management prescriptions in the BLM plan- 
ning process, however, only affect BLM-administered land. 
A planning area for the resource management plan was 
designated as described on page l-l of the draft RMP Pages’ 
5-5 through 5-7 list all agencies and individuals who par- 
ticipated in the planning effort. The Rio Grande National 
Forest recently completed a land use plan that covered all 
national forestlands. Their plan was reviewed for continuity 
and coordination in areas such as critical big game winter 
range, utility corridors, etc. 

Comments 126-I &3 and 145-13 
. . 

Public Service Company respectfully requests that you con- 
sider this addition in the final Resource Management Plan 
as a substitute for the original corridor along the Rio 
Grande River which was approved in the Record of 
Decision for the San Luis-Taos 345 kv Electric Transmission 
Line. 

Response 

The proposal in the Public Service Company comment on 
the draft RMP appears to be a very viable alternative that 
would avoid all sensitive areas and still provide a potential 
powerline west of the San Luis Hills area. 

Comment 139-I 

I strongly urge that you seriously consider a more intensive 
RMP than the preferred alternative for the San Luis 
Resource Area draft RMI? Of particular concern to me and 
many others is the easy road andpoachine access to the east 
rim. ‘For more background data I refer you to Todd 
Wilkinson’s fine feature article in the Dec. 18,1989 issue of 
High Country News. Subject: POACHERS.’ 

. ; .’ 

Response. 
. . ,. _ . ; 

At’the present time, all the land’east- of the Rio,Grande 
River above the high-water line is private, but’apropdsal in 
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the draft RMP is to acquire property by fee title, donation 
by county, etc., if the opportunity arises. Acquisition by 
scenic easements is the next best option. Either option will 
allow BLM to provide some protective measures for the 
laud and wildlife. Total elimination of access, however, is 
impossible as foot traffic into the area could not be control- 
led. Public responsibility for protecting this area is the best 
deterrent; however, this too would not give total protection. 

Comment 145-I 1 

We recommend the PA with the addition of the major 
facility citing stipulations from the NREA. These stipula- 
tions seem most sensible in avoiding future resource 
management conflicts in areas already identified as contain- 
ing valuable natural resources for which management 
prescriptions are being madein the RMP 

Efforts will be made to avoid proposed developments in any 
areas with valuable natural resources. Other viable alterna- 
tives are generally available to prevent damage to .the 
resource. If an alternative is not possible, mitigation will be 
required to alleviate as much adverse impact as possible. 

Coniheiit 145-13 .’ .’ . 

We recommend new withdrawals for the Rio Grande 
ACEC/SRMA (6,016 acres) and Blanca ACEC/WHA 
(7,750 acres). 

Response 

On page 4-32, the draft plan states that the expanded 
withdrawal on the WHA/SRMA would protect all 7,750 
acres. The acreage for the ACECYSRMA has been revised 
and is now 9,147. Management of the Rio Grande River 
Corridor as an ACEC (2,648 acres) and SRMA (4,595 
acres) is considered the best alternative from a management 
standpoint because of BLM ownership and/or access to the 
river along this segment. The existing waterpower/storage 
withdrawal will be recommended for termination. 

Comment 145-I 4 

We recommend exchange or acquisition of the state land 
section within the SanlLuis Hills ACEC area, for the pur- 
pose of assuring effective future management without con- 
flict, as directed by the RMP 

Response 
* ., ,.-. 

InApril1989,BLM received a list of state lands suitable for 
exchange with BLM, which’ included all’state sections, 
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except one (T. 34 N., R. 11 E., Sec. 16) in the San Luis Hills 
ACEC. BLM is most willing to proceed with such an ex- 
change, but it is unknown when any action on it will occur. 

Comments 150-I 2 and 152-24 

All lands providing habitat for candidate and listed 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant and animal 
species should be retained in, federai ownership. Any 
proposals to dispose of such lands should be reviewed by 
DOW, CNAP and the USFWS. 

Response 

BLM is required to retain all lands that involve any potential 
or listed threatened and endangered or sensitive plants or 
animals. It is possible, however, to exchange. lands for.&d 
with an equal or greater value or benefit, which would 
include land with special plants or animals. /, ,. 

: ,. ‘a, ,(_ 
/, L:. 

Comment Hll-6 “., \ , 

.̂  

‘Comment 444-l ‘I 
.‘. 

To secure the following areas, wild acres; as dedicated 
wilderness: South PineyzCre+ $,l~tl;,Black Canyon 2,500; 
Sand Castle i$OtI$pa Keal1,210;,Zapata;Creek 805; S,an ‘i;..H.13;100~ . < , _., . 

._ _ -, 
I would like to state my opposition to the BLM acquiring 
any further amounts of land within the San Luis Valley. ’ 

Response 

Response 

In the Preferred Alternative, emphasis is given to acquisi- 
tion of lands with special significance such as special plants 
and animals, wildlife habitat (especially critical winter 
habitat), access, cultural values, riparian areas, and recrea- 
tion areas. These resources are of significant national inter- 
est to BLM and the general public. A considerable amount 
of these resources can be on private land within or adjacent 
to BLM-administered land. Acquisition of these private 
parcels through exchange, etc., will allow BLM to enhance, 
consolidate, and increase its management opportunities. 
More important, BLM-administration of such resources 
allows them to be used and enjoyed by the public. 

Four ‘wilderness study areas (WSAs); Black Canyon, South 
Piney Creek, Papa Keal, and Zapata Creek,‘aie contiguous 
to a USFS WSAj .and are included .in ,their study of the 
Sangre de Cristo range. The USFS has proposed to Cdn- 
gress and the President that these 3,300 acres be designated 
as wilderness. ,. 

The Canon City District Wilderness Final Environmental 
Impact Statement was released to the public in December 
1987. It recommends that the Sand Castle and San Luis 
Hills WSAs not be designated wilderness. 

Response 
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The RMP considers other alternatives for protecting the 
wilderness characteristics identified in these areas that 
might not be designated as wilderness. 

Comment H26-9 

AREAS .OF CRITICAL ENVIRON- 
MENTAL CONCERN 

I was not able to find in the plan - maybe it was just I missed 
it - the acquisition areas being identified. I think that two of 
the areas that are ofbiggest concern to us are the lands along 
the Rio Grande and the areas around the Sand Castle area 
of critical environmental concern, as being acquisition 
areas. We’would like to see both of those areas identified as 
top priorities for land acquisition. 

*S.-l .I ,‘, 

Map 2-16 Land Tenure Opportunities-Acquisition shows t .i2i-r 
the areas identified for land acquisition. It includes any 
private lands within the marked areas. Any private land 

Comments 2-1,5-i ,7-l ,8-l ,9-l ,I I-1,12-l, 
13-1,14-1,16-1,18-2,19-1,20-1,22-1,23-l, 
26-2,27-2,29-2,30-l ,31-2,33-l ,34-3,36-3, 
37-1,38-2,39-l ,41-l ,42-2,43-2,49-l ,52-3, 
55-2,57-l ,59-2,60-3,61-l ,62-l ,66-l ,68-2, 
69-2;70&1,;7+?-1-,73-5,74-2,75-1,76-2,77-l-,’ 
78-q ,79-l ;‘8’1’~2,82-1~;83-1,84-~,,f+l;;86-i~; i 
88-I ,91-32,94-l ,96-l ,98-l ,99;j l,bb-I ;’ 101-2, 
102-l ,106-l ,I 08-I ,I 40-I ,I 44-2,145-l 5, 
49-2,150-7,152-l ,I 52-5,152-20, 152-26, 

along the Rio Grande River on either side is identified for 
acquisition. 

The Sand Castle area is considered as part of the land base 
to be managed by BLM. Lands are available for disposal or 
acquisition on a cde-by-case.basis if disposal or acquisition 
serves the national interest. Disposal could occur, by ex- 
change if the action would result in a consolidated land 
ownership pattern, improved manageability of natural 
resources, or otherwise be in the public interest consistent 
with the provisions of section 206 of FLPMA. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 



”  

H6-l;H?4-3,H26-1 O,H27-2,H29-1 ,H31-4, 
and kj33;l ; ‘. 

Elephant Rocks and Bishop Rock were both recommended 
for designation as ACECs; Elephant Rocks for the unique 
geologic formulations and rare plants and Bishop Rock for 
the petroglyphs in the area. 

Response 

The proposed Elephant Rocks ACEC was reviewed by the 
RMP team in light of the 81 draft RMP/EIS public com- 
ments questioning BLM application of “relevance” and “im- 
portance” criteria in ,BLM Manual 1613. Based on this 
review, Elephant Rocks is added as an ACEC in the 
proposed plan. 

‘The ‘proposed Bishop Rock. ACEC was reviewed by the 
‘RMP teamin. light of the 20 draft RMP/EiS.‘pubhc com- 
ments questioning BLM application of “relevance” and “im- 
portance” criteria in BLM .Manual 1613. Based on this 
review, Bishop Rock was dropped from further ACEC 
consideration .and the decision is documented in the 
proposed plan. There is some cause for concern in regards 
to petroglyphs vandalism. A cultural resource management 
plan (CRMP) will be’prepared for this area when the RMP 
is completed.. ,, ,.. . 

Comments 16-3,91-36,; O$l , and 106-2 : 

We feel these areas can be adequately .protected only by 
prohibiting all grazing, mineral leasing or entry, ORV use 
and powerline construction. . 

.. ’ 

Response’ 

ACECs are by definition multiple use areas that Drovide for 
management of unique resour&s within an over&l multiple 
use land management framework:ACECs are not single use 
and do not carry legal mandates such as wilderness desig- 
nations. ACECs are administrative designations designed 
to provide management with a “flag” to indicate that certain 
areas may require special management. Certain uses may 
be excluded to,protect/enhance special values if it is deter- 
mined that they need such management.. 

Comment 17-2 
,’ 

Both the Chama narrow gage railroad corridor (the whole 
thmg) and the Sand Castle archaeological site should, be 
managed as ACECs: 

Public Comments 

Response 

The Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad Corridor and 
Sand Castle Archaeological site were recommended as 
ACECs in the draft RMP/EIS. They are also recommended 
for ACEC designation in the proposed RMP/fmal EIS. 
Both of these sites are National Historic Register quality 
and will be managed as such. These sites have special values 
outside the boundaries of the designated BLM-ad- 
ministered lands. 

Comment 37-6 

I have hiked ‘Bickle Mountain, and believe it warrants 
ACEC protection. 

Response .,; : 
: ‘. 

The Trickle Mountain area was recommended to be desig- 
nated as an ACEC in the draft RMP/EIS Preferred Alter- 
native. The recommendation has not changed in the 
proposed RMP/final EIS. 

. I  , . .  

Comment 97-I 

*Sentence #l: Don Juan de Onate was long gone, departed 
from this life in l@fi! He came with his settlers to the San 
Juan Indian pueblo of the Espanola Valley in lS5!8. He 
explored east to the buffalo plains, explored west to the Gulf 
of California, but no documents ever show him coming 
north to the San Luis Valley (altho I’ve always.suspected 
some of his Colonists may have secretly made trips here 
while he was gone, exploring east and west instead of mind- 
ing his colony). 

*Sentence #2: A number of well recorded trips were made 
from Santa Fe to SLV during the 17th & 18th centuries, most 
outstanding Don Diego de Vargas, 1694, and Don Bautista 
de Anza, 1779. And in 1807, the hundred dragoons sent to 
the Conejos from Santa Fe to apprehend Liet. Zebulon 
Pike. There were others, not as well known, but recorded, 
and some not recorded but thought possible. I 

*A first settlement was made in 1833 before “the 1840s” on 
the Conejos, and previous visits by trappers, traders, and 
early sheep camps in the San Luis Valley county areas today 
called Costilla and Conejos Counties 

Response 

You are correct. Don Diego de Vargas explored the San Luis 
Valley in 1696. Your notation about a settlement on the 
Conejos River is also correct. These corrections have been hoted: .,: ,,<.‘O :‘.. Li,, , 

_:‘,C I ._’ 
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Comments 11 l-l ,I 40-2,147-l ,I 50-I 0, and 
152-I 6,21,25&28 

It is incumbent upon the Resource Area to provide manage- 
ment plans that will improve the security of candidate and 
state sensitive plant species. Our greatest concern with the 
Draft RMP is that this has not been done for Astragalus 
ripleyi. Having previously nominated Ra Jadero Canyon as 
an ACEC for the protection of A. ripleyi, we cannot under- 
stand or accept the Draft RMP’s omission of designation 
for thii site. As noted above, A. ripleyi will be an official 
Candidate species by the time this RMP is finalized. Thus, 
there can be no question as to the “importance” and 
“relevance” criteria being met. This candidate plant species 
requires special management to prevent its subsequent list- 
ing as threatened and endangered. 

Response 

The proposed Ra Jadero Canyon ACEC was reviewed and ’ 
re-analyzed in light of new information from public com- 
ments on the draft RMP/EIS and does appear to meet both 
relevancy and importance criteria. The site is designated in 
this proposed RMP/fmal EIS as an ACEC. 

Comment 114-2 

One existing and six potential National Natural Landmarks 
(NNLs) are also not identified in the plan. Both GRSA and 
these existing or potential Nils should be described in the 
“Affected Environment” section of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) and included in pertinent maps. 
Details on the existing and potential NNLs within the 
resource area are included as an attachment to this 
memorandum 

Response 

The only existing NNL of which we are aware is the Wheeler 
Geologic Area and it is managed by the U.S. Forest Service. 
BLM management would not affect this area. We are un- 
aware of any other NNLs, either proposed or designated, 
on or near BLM-administered lands in the San Luis Valley; 
therefore, the other identified sites would not be affected by 

’ this plan. 

Comment 127-9 

Second, the report states that the 41.5 miles of the river 
study area have been identified as a potential ACEC and as 
possessing some special cultural characteristics. RMP, Ap- 
pendix E at E-l. It would be helpful to identify which 
particular resource values were identified in relation to the 

, I  

We further recommend that the entire reach studied be 
included in a proposed National Conservation Area which 
would focus on the Rio Grande and surrounding wildlife 
habitat. The NCA would contain a variety of special desig- 
nations such as ACEC, Scenic, and Wild and Scenic. An 
NCA proposal takes into account the critical situation of the 
raptor and wildfowl populations, which are receiving in- 
creased pressure from both recreation use and poaching. 
An NCA may require additional budgeting for educa- 
tion/enforcements, but increased prominence of this unique 
area as a premiere raptor area will open new avenues of 
funding resources. 

Response 

\  

We will work with the Taos RA if their NCA proposal ever 
becomes a reality; we will take the necessary action at that 
time. The proposed RMP/fmal EIS reflects our belief that 
NCA management may be very appropriate and viable 
management if tied to a New Mexico NCA. The Colorado 
portion would complement a similar proposal being con- 
sidered in New Mexico. Conceptually we will combine the 
Flat Top Area, the San Luis Hills, the Piion Hills, the entire 
river corridor up to Lasauses Cemetery, along with the New 
Mexico proposed NCA, into a new larger proposal and will 
keep the wild and scenic river idea. We have added language 
in the proposed RMP/final EIS saying that it is desirable to 
have this congressional designation to protect those com- 
bined resources in this area. 

Comment 145-8 

We recommend a Blanca ACEC be established. 

Response 

Blanca. is already a wildlife habitat area (WI-IA) and a 
special recreation management area (SRMA). In light of 
public comments, Recreation 2000 goals, and Wildlife 2000 
goals, the Blanca WHA will be designated an ACEC in the 
Proposed RMP/fmal EIS. 
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ACEC designation. The Final RMP should identify with 
particularity those outstandingly remarkable values present 
in each identified river or river segment. 

Response 

The study report has been extensively revised and is Appen- 
dix A in this proposed RMP/fmal EIS. 

Comments 132-7,137-2,138-5, and 145-l 6 
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Comments 150-3 and 152-13 

The discussion of Areas of Special Concern under 
“Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives” (P- 
3.7) in the Draft RMP discusses only the Rio Grande river 
corridor. We fail to understand why this section does not 
include discussion of all the areas, throughout the Resource 
Area, that contain sensitive resources and that are proposed 
for special management. The section as it stands gives the 
mistaken impression that no sensitive resources exist other 
than in the river corridor. 

Response 

The draft RMP/EIS, Chapter 3, section on “Management 
Guidance Common to All Alternatives” includes discus- 
sions of many sensitive resources; i.e., Air Quality, Soils, 
Water Resources, Geology, Vegetation, Wildlife and Fish 
Habitat, Wilderness, Historical, and Special Status Plant 
and Animals Value. The purpose of this section is to present 
common management throughout the resource area that 
would not vary in the alternatives. 

Comment 150-9 

In connection with this point, we wish to comment that logic 
provides that if a site meets the ACEC importance and 
relevancy criteria under any alternative, it must meet them 
under all alternatives; according to BLM policy, such a site 
should be designated under all alternatives. 

Response 

We are not aware of any BLM policy that states if a site 
meets one of the four ACEC relevancy criteria or meets one 
of the five ACEC importance criteria it must be designated 
under all RMP alternatives. In fact, BLM NEPA guidance 
suggests that failure to look at both sides of the issue here 
would inadequately present analysis of impacts of designa- 
tion and nondesignation. 

Comment 150-l 1 

Incidentally, we see no justification for the separation 
(Tables H-2 and H-3 and related text through the docu- 
ment) of areas originally proposed for ACEC consideration 
and sites subsequently proposed. A preliminary draft 
should be just that -- a working document designed to elicit 
further ideas and information. Why segregate that informa- 
tion and treat those proposals differently, once you get 
them? . 

Response 

The additional sites and additional information discussed 
in lhble H-3 of the draft RMP/EIS were received almost a 
year into the planning process and were, therefore, treated, 
analyzed, and reanalyzed separately1 This was explained on 
page H-l of the draft. 

Comment 152-6 

CNAP did not recommend for special status the following 
areas: 

Grande Mogote Mesa 

Little Mogote Mesa 

South Pinon Hills 

Pinon Hills 

These areas may be worthy of special management area 
designations, but the recommendation did not originate 
with CNAF! 

Response 

The CNAPKNPS plant inventory shows sensitive plants 
and plant communities at these locations. This information 
was part of the rationale for looking at these areas for 
potential ACEC designation (i.e., Los Mogotes Area and 
San Luis Hills Area). 

Comment 152-7 

The plan is unclear in its references to South Pinon Hills, 
Pinon Hills, and San Luis Hills. The relationship of these 
areas to each other should be clarified to facilitate public 
comment on the draft plan. 

Response 

These areas, consisting of various groups of hills, are com- 
monly grouped and called three different names (South 
Pifion Hills, Piion Hills, and Flat Top Mountain). As a 
whole, they are also commonly referred to as the San Luis 
Hills. The ACEC designation called San Luis Hills includes 
portions of the two most northern groups (Pifion Hills and 
Flat Top Mountain). 

Coinment 152-27 

Los Mogotes contains a small population of A&agal~ 
&h$i. The plant should be considered in all planning and 
management activities related to the area. Management 
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emphasis on game species (critical winter range, etc.) on 
Los Mogotes conflicts with management necessary to 
preserve A.. Therefore, Los Mogotes cannot be 
considered a viable preserve for As&ag&s&leyi. Another 
site must be chosen to provide for preservation and enhan- 
cement of A&&$ habitat and to prevent the need for 
listing of the plant under the terms of Endangered Species 
Act. 

Response 

We recognize that the population of A. ripleyi in Los 
Mogotes is not necessarily the best example in the area. 
There are, however, other values such as wildlife habitat that 
make this area suitable for an ACEC designation. We ap- 
preciate that CNAP does not consider the Mogotes popula- 
tion as “viable” for a preserve. 

Comment 152-29 

Elephant Rocks is presented as a designated ACEC in the 
preferred alternative in Table H-4, but is not included as a 
designated ACEC in the preferred alternative text in the 
body of the report (Y. page 3-32). Thisinconsistency should 
be resolved. 

Response 
. 

This table is in error; Elephant Rocks should not have been 
included in the fifth column. After public comments and 
reanalysis, however, Elephant Rocks Area is a designated 
ACEC in this proposed RMP/fmal EIS. 

3) Finally, the lands located in the Rio Grande Corridor 
and San Luis Hills ACECs should receive the Class I desig- 
nation because of significance of this site to recreation and 
protection of natural environments within the valley. 

Response 

Class I applies only to classified special areas such as wilder- 
ness areas, natural areas, and wild and scenic river cor- 
ridors. This quality standard is established through 
legislation or policy. The scenic quality of the BLM lands 
surrounding the significant areas identified in your com- 
ment are considered to be fairly common to this 
physiographic region. The combined importance of scenic 
quality, visibiity, and visual sensitivity, however, are con- 
sidered to be high enough to warrant management of the 
surrounding areas as Class II. 

The management objectives for Class II lands are very 
restrictive. Changes in any of the basic elements caused by 
a management activity should not be evident in the charac- 
teristic landscape. 

Comment 93-1 

While this Plan/EIS indicates that “intensive recreation 
management” would maintain recreation opportunities, it 
does not specifically address potential impacts on the en- 
vironment or health and safety. General topics of concern 
include garbage collection and disposal, rest room facilities, 
and safe driig water. What facilities are planned, or, if 
the area is to remain in a primitive setting, what guidance 
will be given to recreationist regarding these environmental 
health concerns. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT 
Response 

Comment 91-34 

We question why no areas have been given a Class I Visual 
Resource Management designation. We recommend three 
areas be given this designation. 

1) The area around the Great Sand Dunes National Monu- 
ment deserves this designation. Great Sand Dunes is a 
resource of national significance and in order to protect the 
viewshed seen from the monument, the BLM should desig- 
nate its lands under a Class I designation. 

2) All the lands in and around the areas recommended for 
inclusion into the Sangre de Cristo (proposed) Wilderness 
should also receive this designation because of the need to 
protect this nationally significant area. 

In back-country areas where developed facilities are absent, 
users will be instructed through methods such as 
brochures, signing, ongoing public awareness programs, 
and/or special recreation permit guidelines to pack out all 
litter and refuse, bury human waste at least 150 feet from 
any water bodies, and treat any natural water sources prior 
to drinking. 

In future high use, developed recreation sites, facility design 
will be part of site-specific activity plans and environmental 
assessments, which will be prepared prior to site construc- 
tion. Contracts with local businesses for garbage collection 
and removal, and vault toilet pumping are normal proce- 
dures. Drinking water sources from developed springs and 
wells are routinely tested by various labs and state health 
agencies. If test results are below state standards, the source 
will be treated or use will be discontinued. 

2-36 



Comments 95-2,lO9-3,ll2-2,ll5-3,-ll7-3, 
129-3,132-5,133-3,134-3,137-l ,I 41-1 and- 
143-2 

As noted in the RMP, excessive or untimely recreational use 
on the Upper Rio Grande Box has created pressures on the 
raptor and water fowl population. Without regulation of the 
recreational boating season, permanent harm will result to 
wildlife populations. 

Response 

The BLM study team believes that there is a growing need 
for uniform management of the river from Lobatos Bridge 
south through the wild and scenic river segment in New 
Mexico. Recent wildlife observations indicate there is in- 
creased disturbance of nesting waterfowl and predatory 
birds. It is becoming very apparent that more intensive 
management of recreational use may be needed to solve 
these problems. A specialized team will be doing an analysis 
in 1991, which should help us in future management. 

This proposed RMP/final EIS proposes management of 22 
miles of the river, which includes the “upper” and “lower” 
box, as an ACEC and 29 miles as an SRMA. This 22-mile 
section has also been determined eligible and suitable for 
inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System. The 
site-specific coordinated resource management activity 
plan (CRMAP) will detail specific management prescrip- 
tions for the entire 29-mile portion of the river corridor. 

Comments 104-9,ll O-5,1 18-10,122-10,35-10 

The management of this river can be accomplished just as 
well through a special resource management area which 
would protect the existing values but would not impose the 
onerous burdens and restrictions on the citizens of the San 
Luis Valley that a national wild and scenic river would 
impose. 

Response 

There are other administrative types of management desig- 
nations that could be implemented on the Rio Grande 
Corridor; however, National Wild and Scenic River desig- 
nation offers permanent protection of the current natural 
state of the river. No dams nor water projects can be built 
on designated segments. The intent of the National Wildund 
Scenic Rivers Act is to balance the free-flowing rivers lost 
with the rivers permanently protected. Current uses of the 
river and adjoining lands could continue. 

Public Comments 

Comment 138-2 

Recreational activities can be enhanced by the construction 
of camping sites at access points, while at the same time 
monitoring and permitting can create protection for wildlife 
by limiting recreational use to certain parts of the year. 

Response 

Your comments on river management are appreciated. 
They appear to be closely aligned with the Preferred Alter- 
native. 

Comment H25-4 

I don’t know how much activity the Rio Grande gets in that 
stretch, but I thii it might be useful for the BLM to 
promote a more recreational use. Certainly the wild and 
scenic river status would help that. I think it would also help 
the local economy, which has a reputation for being not very 
good. 

Response 

In this proposed RMP, Segments B and C of the Rio Grande 
River have been determined eligible and suitable for wild 
and scenic river designation. Both segments will be 
managed as a special recreation management area and an 
ACEC. Recreation opportunities will be enhanced on Seg- 
ment B and intensive recreation management on Segment 
C would protect wildlife values. 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT (Off- 
Highway Vehicle Use) 

Comments 4-l ,5-2,7-2,9-2,12-2,13-2, 
14-2,17-3,1 g-2,20-2,21 -1,23-2,24-2, 
25-3,27-3,28-3,28-4,29-3,31-l ,32-l ,33-3, 
36-2,37-5,40-l ,42-4,43-3,44-2,45-l ,46-l, 
47-l ,48-l ,51-l ,52-l ,53-2,55-3,56-l ,58-l, 
58-2,59-3,60-2,62-2,67-4,68-l ,69-3,70-2, 
72-2,73-3,74-l ,75-2,76-l ,77-2,78-2, 
79-2,80-3,81-l ,82-3,83-2,84-2,85-2,8692, 
87-l ,89-l ,91-28, 94-2,96-2,98-299-2, 
IOO-2,101-l ,I 08-3,H6-2,H24-1 ,H27-1, 
H28-1 ,H30-2,H$l-3,H32-1, H33-2, H34-1 

I would like to insist the BLM prohibit any and all mineral 
leasing, mineral entry; and off-road vehicle (ORV) use 
within the ACECs. 
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Response Response 

It is not the policy of BLM to unnecessarily deny access for 
use of the lands administered by BLM. Designation of an 
area as an ACEC does not duplicate nor create a wilderness 
designation. Other activities can be allowed in ACECs as 
long as they do not damage nor destroy the special values 
identified. After an area becomes a designated ACEC, a 
site-specific plan is written to direct management of the area 
for protection of the special values, and to identify other 
compatible uses. This plan serves as the BLM long-term 
management prescription and commitment for the area. 
The WSAs located in the San Luis Valley have been 
nominated for ACEC designation, in the event that some or 
all of them are not designated as wilderness. OHV use will 
be prohibited in any WSAs designated as wilderness. OHV 
use will also be limited to designated roads and trails as well 
as by applicable seasonal limitations in designated ACECs. 

Comment 6-i 

The prefered alternative appears to be acceptable to us as 
is. We do not advocate “open” use of OHV’s except in areas 
where there will be no environmental degradation, such as 
sand. Therefore, proposing the additional areas of limited 
use be established rather than being left open agrees with 
our philosophy. We desire that. existing roads remain open 
for four wheel drive use, and in rare instances we advocate 
comecting roads to form loops or networks, but we don’t 
advocate or condone random, off road travel. 

Response 

Your organization’s documented philosophy of working to 
prevent environmental degradation is appreciated. We 
agree that, for the most part, seasonal or other types of 
limitations, rather than closures, can prevent impacts to 
wildlife, plants, and soils. Allowing nonsurfaced roads to 
remain open to four-wheel drive vehicles year around, how- 
ever, requires extensive costly erosion control and main- 
tenance operations to help control rutting, gullying, and 
watershed damage. 

Comments 15-I ,26-3,30-2,37-2,125-2,Hl-1, 
HI 6-2,Hl7-1 ,Hl9-2,Hl9-4, and H20-1 

The tract to the west of Great Sand Dunes should be closed 
to any motorized vehicles. This area is a fragile ecosystem 
dominated by scattered greasewood and rabbitbrush.with 
sparse dry-land grasses and salt grass. Easily damaged or 
destroyed by vehicular traffic, this plant community stabi- 
lizes the soil and may be responsible for the stability of the 
main mass of the dunes. 

An OHV riding area will not be recommended in the 
proposed RMP/final EIS. OHV travel in this ACEC is 
limited to designated roads and trails. Off-highway vehicle 
use concerns will be addressed in the coordinated resource 
management activity plan (CRMAP), which will emphasize 
ecological and culture values rather than OHV use. The 
Sand Castle Area of Special Concern (approximately 3,595 
acres) is one of only two areas of this type in the state of 
Colorado. Active sand dunes occupy approximately 200 
acres, or 6 percent of the area. Approximately 53 percent of 
the area involves soils that are dune-like and has dunes as 
much as 15 feet higher than the depressions. The soil surface 
is winnowed, and there is an appearance of shifting sand. 
Vegetative cover is sparse. Another 38 percent of the area 
is occupied by soils that are less alkaline to depths of up to 
24 inches. A heavier cover of vegetation occurs here. The 
remaining 3 percent of the area is occupied by a soil with a 
very high water table and surface salt accumulations. 
Vegetation density is not well developed. The hazard of 
wind erosion on all of the above soils is severe if the vegeta- 
tive cover is not maintained. 

The stabiity of the main mass of the great dunes is believed 
to be a function of topography and winds, rather than 
vegetation. Sparse plant cover on the valley floor does little 
to protect the loose sand from powerful southwestern 
winds. If the winds always blew from the southwest, the 
smaller dunes would move toward the mountains at a rate 
of 2 to 3 feet per week. Storm winds from the northeast, 
however, can blow dune crests back to the west as much as 
18 feet in 24 hours. These “reverse” dunes comprise the 
major bulk of the great dunes. Newly arriving sand could 
contribute to an eventual height increase of these active 
dunes, but is not believed to be responsible for stability. As 
stated in the Preferred Alternative, there are several com- 
peting demands for the lands within this area, and potential 
resource confhcts wiIl be addressed on a site-specific basis 
in a CRMAI? This activity plan will determine site-specific 
management and will address OHV/cultural/ecological 
conflicts. 

Comment 15-3 

The Sand Castle area has large resident populations of 
antelope, deer, and presently, a herd of more than lb0 elk. 
Motorized traffic would’not be in the best interest of these 
animals. 

Response 

The Sand Castle area is on the periphery of the overall 
ranges of mule deer, elk, and pronghorn antelope and as 
such. provides marginal big ‘game habitat. Although big 
game may be viewed within the area, on a random basis, the 
proposed ACEC is not considered important big game 
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habitat because several habitat values are limited or absent. 
The area does not provide suitable escape, thermal, or 
hiding cover for big game, especially during the harsh winter 
months. High quality and quantities of food and water are 
also limited. Elk utilize the habitats to the northeast of the 
proposed ACEC, along Big Spring Creek and the forested 
areas south and east of the sand dunes. Mule deer crucial 
winter range lies south of the dunes as does the important 
pronghorn antelope habitat. 

Motorized vehicle use of the Sand Castle area will result in 
minimal impacts to mule deer, elk, or pronghorn antelope 
and their habitats. Some vegetation will be lost and soils 
loosened, making them more susceptible to wind erosion. 
Some direct harassment of big game may also occur, but 
because of the limited use of the ACEC by these species, 
the level of harassment is expected to be minor. OHV will 
be limited to designated roads and trails. 

Commevt 15-5 

The Great Sand Dunes adjacent to Sand Castle is a Wilder? ’ 
ness. The Park Service attempts to maintain fences in the 
area, but with the rapidly shifting sand these barriers are 
ineffectual as they are either covered by sand or under- 
mined. There is a great danger of heavy off-road vehicle 
usage originating in the study area on the Dunes Wilderness. 

Comment 91-31 

CEC supports vehicles being permitted only on designated 
roads. The BLM then can implement a white-arrow signing 
system which would better protect the area. Miming, oil and 
gas development and the construction of powerlines or 
pipelines are not compatible with the wildlife and special 
plants that are supposed to be protected in the Los Mogotes 
ACEC. 

Response 

All of the Los Mogotes ACEC will be seasonally closed to 
vehicle travel between December 15 and March 31, and 
OHV travel will be limited to designated roads and trails 

Any proposed utility route along the south side of the 
proposed Los Mogotes ACEC will follow Colorado State 
Highway 17 and any utility lines, etc., will probably be 
constructed on lands adjacent to BLM. Utility line con- 
struction proposed across the Los Mogotes will be con- 
sidered, but most likely it would be denied because of 
wildlife and special plants. Better viable alternatives are 
available rather than crossing the very rough and rocky 
terrain of the Los Mogotes. Please see page 3-32 of the draft 
RMP/EIS, which explains why no utility route is identified 
west of Antonito. 

Response Comments 91-33,136-l ,I 45-I 8, and 145-19 

There is a strong likelihood of unauthorized OHV use 
encroaching into the Great Sand Dunes Wilderness without 
extensive boundary identification and enforcement. This 
possibility is well understood and will be addressed in a 
CRMAP to be written for this area. One purpose of this 
CRMAP will be to determine how the ACEC could be 
managed to address the OHV/cultural/ecological conflicts; 

Comment 15-6 

The numbers of people killed or seriously injured while 
riding all-terrain vehicles is staggering. There is a real threat 
that lawsuits against the BLM may result from death or 
injuries to riders in the Sand Castle Area. 

Response 

There are numerous outdoor recreation activities allowed 
on BLM-administered lands that involve an element of,risk 
to the participants. Among them are hunting, whitewater 
rafting and boating, rock climbing and mountain climbmg, 
back-country driving on primitive roads, wilderness hiking 
and camping, and ATV use. It is the-responsibility of the 
user to know and understand the limits of theirabilities and 
the condition of their equipment. :.: :.’ 

,I.. 
I. 

2-39 

Our major concerns regarding recreational use center 
around ORV use restriction. These restrictions are .totally . 
inadequate. Almost the entire Resource Area is left open to 
uncontrolled off-road vehicle use: This is not a prudent 
management decision. We can only support very limited 
areas being left open to ORV use. In order to protect the 
outstanding resources found on these BLM lands, much 
stricter controls on ORV use need to be implemented. 
ORVs can destroy vegetative cover, wildlife habitat and 
make areas undesirable for other forms of recreational use. 
We recommend a complete reworking of this section of the 
plan to better protect the resources from the destructive use 
of ORVs. 

Response 

Most public lands administered by the BLM are classed as 
suitable for-multiple use management. OHV use, as a dis- 
persed type of outdoor recreation, is considered compatible 
with other resource values. The OHV limitations (seasonal 
and limited to designated roads and trails) outlined in the 
Preferred Alternative, are believed to be adequate and will 
be,carried forward into the proposed RMP/fmal EIS. 

The BLM slogan “USA: Use, Share, Appreciate” is a very 
worthwhile goal. The BLM supports your concern for the 
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environment and your continuing help in educating users to 
conscientiously use and appreciate the natural resources on 
the BLM-administered, lands. 

Comment 113-l 

The Board of Directors of the Friends of the Dunes, the 
citizens support group for the Great Sand Dunes National 
Monument, would like to express our opposition to the 
designation of the combined Sand Castle/Cattleguard loca- 
tion as a “Limited” use area for Off-Highway Vehicles 
(OHV) as proposed in the September 1989 draft volwne of 
the San Luis Resource Management Plan. We believe that 
thii designation should be changed to “Closed” to OHV : 

Response 

There are several competing demands for the lands in the 
proposed Sand Castle ACEC. Potential resource conflicts 
will be addressed on a site-specific basis’m a coordinated 
resourcemanagement activity plan (CRMAP).tobew&en. 
The purpose of this plan will be to~determine how thearea 
could be managed to emphasize solving the OHV conflicts 
with cultural/ecological resources. OHV use will be limited 
to designated roads and trails. \I 

Comments 114-8,114-9,1-M-IO,&20,153-3, 
153-4,153~5, and 153-6 .j.. )i 

We question how OHV use will be confined to this area. The 
experience of staff at GRSA is the contract patrol and 
enforcement are needed to prevent ‘unauthorized use’ and 
vandalism of natural and cultural resources. Does the BLM 
have the enforcement funds and staff to assure the protec- 
tion of these resources? And,‘if the State of Colorado will 
administer the area, do they have the means to protect 
natural and cultural resources? 

Response 

There is a strong likelihood of unauthorized’ OHV. use 
encroaching into the Great Saud Dunes area without exten- 
sive boundary identification and enforcement. Vandalism of 
significant cultural resources is also recognized. These pos- 
sibiities are well understood and will be addressed in a 
CRMAP to be written for this area. The OHV play area is 
not recommended in the proposed RMP/fmal EIS, and 
OHV concerns will be addressed in a CRMAP, which will 
emphasize cultural and ecological values rather than OHV 
use in the area. : I. “, 

.?‘.‘_* r .(, 
-11 : .,.#->,:: i .:,;*: 

‘,, ._a : (, i‘, ‘: -_- . .._ .:: 

‘, , :.j’.‘. . . . “,.‘i’ ,;, 
. . . :- , ., , )’ Trl jl 

Comment H25-1 

One of the aspects of iiparian that I would urge the BLM 
to have more restrictions on, on usage by ORVs in riparian 
areas. 

, 

Response 

In the Preferred Alternative, the draft RMP states that 
OHV travel is restricted to designated roads in riparian 
areas. This riparian restriction has been carried into the 
proposed RMP/final EIS. 

Cdmment ii34-5 
: 

There are a couple of areas we feel vehicle use is not 
compatible in. A couple -- one in the Sand .Castle ACEC. 
With the very important cultural resource in that area, we 
cannot envision that the area would have been compatible 
with off-road vehicle use..‘Bickle Mountain is an example 
where I think a white arrow signing might be appropriate; 
okay? 

Response 

There are several competing demands for the lands in the 
proposed Sand Castle ACEC. Potential resource conflicts 
will be addressed on a. site-specific basis in a coordinated 
resource management activity plan yet to. be written. The 
purpose of this plan will be to determine if portions ,of the 
area could be managed as an OHV riding area. 

The Preferred Alternative recommends that OHV use in 
the ‘Ikickle Mountain area be subject to seasonal limitations 
and travel be limited to designated roads, to protect wildlife, 
and soils and watershed values. 

WILD AND SCENiC RIVER 

Comments 2-4,5-5,8-4,9-4,11-3,12-5,13-5, 
16=2,-i 7-l ,I 8-I ,I 9-4,20-5,?112,22-5,23-4, 
24-4,26-l ,27-l ,281I;?911,3015,31-3,3212, 
33-2,34-2,35-I ,36-l ,37-3,38-l ,4I -2,42-I, 
43:1,44-4,45-3,48-3,50-l ,52-4,53-I ,54-I, 
55-I ,5614,5712,5911,6Od,61~2,62-3,6311,. 
64-I ,65-I ,66-3,67-I ,69-l ,70-5,72-5,73-I, 
74-3,75-4,7612,7815,7715,7914, 81~4,82-4, 
8414,85-5,86:5,88-4,91-I 2,91-l 3,94-5,96-4, 

.., 

: 

Z-40 



Public Comments 

10114,103-2,106-4,108-l, 12%2,H6-4, HI O-l, 
Hi1 -3,H22-1 ,H24-5,H25-2,H27-4, H28- 
4,H29-4,HqO-3,H32-2, and H33-5 

, 

I understand that the BLM has recommended only&S miles 
of the Rio Grande River for, Wild and Scenic Designation 
in Colorado, from the Lobatos Bridge south to the New 
Mexico border. I would like to recommend that the BLM 
extend the designation an additional 12.3 m.iles north to the 
Lasauses Cemetery, as this portion has equally outstanding 
characteristics. 

Response 
_ . . . j ” .* .’ 

The 22-mile section of the river corridor directly north of 
the New. Mexico border has been .determined to meet 
eligibility and:suitabihty criteria for wild and scenic river 
designation;~ : .,.. : :: ! i, :. :.., ; 1~7:: a. ‘. 

, ,,, ,? ” ,,.; ,‘) .‘.:’ ._ 5 * ~. : 
E&cted,results from ,proposed management include im- 
proved riparian, wildlife.and.fisheries habitat;aesthetics; 
and recreation opportunities. Of special.importance is the 
raptor corridor for eagles and waterfowl habitat. 

Comments H4-2 and H5-2, .( ’ 
: 

We, all know that z&wild 
._ 

and:scenic:river designation will 
include minimum stream flows, and as Mr. Kopfman 
pointed out,the minimum stream flows are going to come 
out of some water users hide because the water is not 
available from any other source,.which will severely hurt the 
economy of the entire valley. 

Response 

Section 13(b) of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers A& 
states that the jurisdiction of the states and the United States 
over waters included‘in a national wild, scenic, or recrea: 
tional river area shall be determined by established prin- 
ciples of law. None of the 16,000 + adjudicated valid existing 
water rights, therefore, will be adversely affected.’ Section 
13(e) states that nothing in the Act will change any existing 
interstate compacts. Existing stream conditions ,are suffi- 
cient to satisfy the needs of any special management desig- 
nation. There is animplicit Federal reserved water rightin 
the Act; however, there is no quantified reserved water right. 
for the wild and scenic segment of the Rio Grande Riverin 
New Mexico.,Pending further designation, BLM may have 
to quantify needs and file throughfhe Col.orado State Water 
coy:, ‘.< ‘. : : a.: es:, li(, .1:,, j;’ .: _. ,I, .~: %, ‘.’ ,, 

Comments 4-4,H26-13 

Wild and scenic river: The San Luis Valley is distant from 
the major population centers of Colorado, but is close to 

many New Mexico people; the area could benefit from a 
longer stretch of “Wild and Scenic” river designation to 
attract some vacationers and tourist dollars. Nine miles is 
not enough to attract much interest from the raft or canoe 
people, but 20 or 30 miles probably would. 

lResponse 

If Segment ‘C of the Rio Grande River in Colorado is 
designated as part of the National Wild and Scenic River 
System, it is important that it be managed consistently with 
the adjacent segment in New Mexico. The existing New 
Mexico segment is designated as “wild,” and management is 
directed at preserving the wildlife values and the primitive 
conditions there, Increased visitor use just prior to and 
during wildlife nesting periods is considered a significant 
negative impact. 

Segment B has also been determined eligible and suitable 
for ,wild and scenic designation and will be managed to’ 
provide for and encourage increased visitor use. Its length 
along the river involves several locations of readily acces- 
siblelaunch and take-out points. 

Comments 18-4,18-6,18-9,18-10,18-11, 
18112,119-3,122-12,H9-1 

.‘_,‘, 

In addition, the study ‘draft, and particularly attachment E 
to the draft, do not identify how the Bureau of Land 
Management proposes to deal with the potential for 
upstream impact caused by the designation of that eight 
point eight miles as awildriver. 

Response 

Segments B and C of the river corridor are determined 
eligible and suitable for wild and scenic designation. The 
primary purpose of wild and scenic river designation is to 
maintain the existing outstandingly remarkable values and 
free-flowing characteristics of designated rivers. No major 
dams nor water projects can be built within any designated 
river segment. 

Each section of a .designated river is classified as either 
“wild,” “scenic,” or “recreational,” depending on the amount 
of development along each section. Once classified, the 
river is managed to maintain that classification within one- 
quarter mile of the river bank. 

Wild and’ scenic designation does not create an un- 
developed natural area. Current uses of the river and ad- 
joining lands can continue, and normally land is not 
condemned. Section 6(b) of the Act specifically forbids 
condemnation of private land if the government administers 
more than 50 percent of the acreage. BLM policy is to 
acquire a scenic easement if necessary rather than pursuing 
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condemnation. If a proposed development is clearly incom- 
patible with the river, the government can acquire a scenic 
or conservation easement. Any provision for public use on 
private lands would have to be specifically purchased from 
the landowner. 

The existing stream conditions are sufficient to satisfy the 
needs of any special management designation. Pending fu- 
ture designation, BLM may have to quantify needs and file 
through the Colorado State Water Court. Since BLM is not 
proposing any changes in the present flow or admiitration 
of the river, we do not foresee any upstream impacts. We 
will include in our wild and scenic recommendation that 
BLM does not believe a reserved water right is necessary; 
however, there is an implicit Federal reserved water right in 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

The study report for the Rio Grande River has been revised 
and expanded into Appendix A in this proposed RMP/fmal 
EIS. ‘, 

Comment 91-I 1 

Items that must be addressed in such a plan include: 

-What quantity of water would be necessary to protect the 
outstandingly remarkable characteristics of the river. 

-What effects, if any, would this water right have, on the Rio Comments 104-5,107-l 5,118,6,122-6, and 
Grande Compact. 135-6 

-An exploration of why this very junior water would not 
effect an existing senior water right, even if a change in use 
or point of diversion was to occur. 

-What the BLM envisions as its needs for private property 
acquisition, scenic easements and public access easements. 

Response 

The existing stream conditions are sufficient to satisfy the 
needs of any special management designations. The 
desirability of scenic easements is recognized, and specific 
plans for acquisition would be pursued. 

Section 13(e) states that nothing in the’ Act shall be con- 
strued to alter, amend, repeal, interpret, modify, or be in 
conflict with any interstate compact made by any States that 
contain any portion of the national wild and scenic river 
system. Section 13(b) of the Act states that jurisdiction of 
the States and the United States over the waters included in 
the national wild and scenic river area shall be determined 
by established principles of law. -The $000 f adjudicated 
existing water rights, therefore, would riot- be adversely‘ 
affected. 

‘_ 

Also see previous response to comments 18-4 through H9-1. 

Comments 104-4,118~5,122~5, and 135-5 

The Rio Grande below the Colorado state line is already 
designated as a wild river and this short segment in 
Colorado is unnecessary to protect the river within New 
Mexico., 

Response 

Because of the physical difficulty of accessing the Rio 
Grande River gorge, the area at Lobatos Bridge is one of 
the most logical access points for river users wanting to float 
the entire length of the gorge. 

The BLM study team believes that there is a growing need 
for uniform management of the river from Lobatos Bridge 
south. Recreation use is growing rapidly; there is increased 
disturbance of nesting waterfowl and predatory birds; and 
successful wildlife reproduction is being diminished. It is 
becoming very apparent that more control of recreational 
use is needed to solve these problems. The purpose of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is to maintain and enhance 
existing stream conditions. 

The 22-mile river corridor in Colorado has been determined 
eligible and suitable for wild and scenic designation. 

On pages E-10 and E-11, the purpose behind this designa- 
tion becomes apparent. 

It is there that you suggest the necessity for designating two 
miles of the reach solely for the purpose of allowing points 
for floating access to be included in the reach. It is also on 
these pages that you suggest that management of this area 
be turned over to the l%os Resource Management Area. We 
find this completely unacceptable. 

Response 

The criteria for “wild” river designation requires that these 
river segments be generally inaccessible except by’ trail. 
Because of this and the actual physical difficulty of finding 
suitable launch sites, the Lobatos Bridge site is a favored, 
logical access point for river users wanting to float the entire 
‘gorge of the Rio Grande. 

Because of the increasing conflicts between wildliie and 
recreational use of the river, management continuity is es- 
sential. This will most likely result in limiting permitted use. 
At the present time, the Taos Resource Area issues the 
permits for riveruse because of the wild and scenic river 
status in place in New Mexico. Of the 22-mile stretch of 
river determined eligible and suitable for wild and scenic 
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designation, 14 miles will be managed to enhance recrea- (EPA) determined the DEIS to be acceptable environmen- 
tional opportunities and 8 miles to protect wildlife values. tal documentation. 
The SLRA and Taos RA will coordinate management of 
these river segments in accordance with specific manage- 
ment guidance outlined in a site-specific management plan 

Comments 105-I ,I 09-4,1154,117-4,129-4, 

(CRMAP). The SLRA will take the lead for management 13012,133-4,134-4,142-l ,I 43-3,147-3, and 
of the river within Colorado. 

, 48 3 
. 

Comments 104-8,11 O-4,1 1 S-9,; 22-9,124-2, 
and 135-9 

This river should not be managed solely for the benefit of a 
few floaters. It does not have the requisite outstanding 
remarkable values to justify its inclusion. 

Response 

The emerging need to control the level of boating use just 
prior to and during nesting periods, to reduce impacts to 
wildlife, in Segment C is recognized. :. 

Determination as to whether or not a river area contains 
“outstandingly remarkable” values is a professional judg- 
ment on the part of the study team. The study team believes 
that many of the same values determined to be significant 
in designating the New Mexico segment as wild and scenic 
are present in Segments B and C in Colorado. For further 
details see Appendix A. 

Comments 104-I 1 ,I 07-3,109-l ,I 14-3&4, 
115-I ,I 16-3,117-1,118-12,119-8, 21-1, 
129-1,133-l ,I 34-1 ,I 35-l 2, and 143-I 

Of primary concern to the citizens of the San Luis Valley 
represented by the Rio Grande Water Conservation District 
is the suggestion that the Rio Grande Study Report con- 
tained in Appendix E to the San Luis Resource Manage- 
ment Plan constitutes an acceptable or proper 
Environmental Impact Statement. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. Appendix E, treated as an Environmental 
Impact Statement, does not consider any impacts what- 
soever as a result of this federal action outside of alleged 
impacts contained within the reach of the river under study. 

Response 

The reach of the Rio Grande between Lobatos Bridge and 
the New Mexico state line should be administered as if it 
were Wild 8c Scenic, and BLM should support Wild & 
Scenic designation. 

Response 

In this proposed RMP, Segments B and C have been deter- 
mined eligible and suitable for wild and scenic designation. 
Nonimpairment interim management will be accomplished 
by excluding any facility development that will impair the 
eligibility or classification of the area, limiting recreational 
and grazing use to existing levels, and applying ACEC status 
to the proposed 22-mile corridor. 

Comment 107-8 

On page E-l of AppendixE there is a discussion concerning 
the conclusion that the reach warrants inclusion in the 
national Wild and Scenic River. The statement was made 
that it was considered with the New Mexico reach and 
dropped, so this current action is a reconsideration. How- 
ever, there is absolutely no justification stated for recon- 
sideration nor is there any explanation why this reach was 
dropped the first time. Absent specific facts to the contrary, 
the federal agency should be guided by the action of its 
predecessors and Congress in not designating the reach, 
rather than to pass over the apparent Congressional deter- 
mination without further inquiry. 

Response 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 
and other BLM planning guidance directs BLM to study 
and evaluate potential rivers during any land use planning 
process. Although the Colorado portion was considered at 
the time of the New Mexico designation, a study was not 
actually completed for the Colorado segment. 

Appendix E, Rio Grande River Study Report, has been 
extensively revised and is part of this document (Appendix 

Comments 107-13 and 107-17 

A). This study report was not intended to’be arrenviromnen- 
tal impact statement. The entire draft RMP/EIS must be 

Most important to the San Luis Valley, to this District, and 

read and reviewed to understand the complete evalua- 
to the citizens we represent is the provision in the statute 

tion/analysis of the impacts of recommending or not recom- 
which provides that your agency will seek to “restore”- this 

mending a segment of the river1 for inclusion into the 
river to its wild state once it has been designated. 

national system. The Environmental Protection ,Agency 
. . .’ 
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,Response Response 

Section 10(a) of the National wild and Scenic River Act 
states: “Each component of the national wild and scenic 
rivers system shall be administered in such a manner as to 
protect and enhance the values which caused it to be in- 
cluded in said system without, insofar as is consistent there- 
with, limiting other uses that do not substantially interfere 
with public use and enjoyment of these values. In such 
administration primary emphasis shall be given to protect- 
ing its esthetic, scenic, historic, archaeological, and scien- 
tific features. Management plans for any such component 
may establish varying degrees of intensity for its protection 
and development, based on the special attributes of the 
area.” There is, however, no requirement to restore a desig- 
nated segment to a wild state. 

The need to protect or enhance riparian vegetation is a 
definite goal for the river corridor. The BLM study team is 
aware of the highly appropriated and regulated’nature of 
the 16,000+ adjudicated water rights in the Rio Grande 
River. Existing stream conditions are sufficient to satisfy the 
needs of any special management designation. 

, 

Cornmint 107-16 

Finally, we do not understand why it is inappropriate to 
manage this resource through a special resource manage- 
ment area. We certainly do not oppose protecting land 
forms in the Rio Grande Canyon which can be ac- 
complished, without adverse water right consequences, 
through such a special management option. It would have 
all of the advantages to your agency with none of the 
statutory and regulatory disadvantages inherent in the wild 
and scenic river designation. 

Response 

It is not inappropriate to manage resources under various 
administrative designations. By law, however, BLM must 
consider the alternative of wild and scenic river designation, 
which affords enduring protection. As pointed out else- 
where, a downstream segment of this river was designated 
a wild and scenic river in 1968, and has been functioning very 
satisfactorily under the existing levels of upstream water 
use. 

Comments 107-24,11 O-6,1 18-I 3,122-l 3, 
and 135-13 

We respectfully request that. the’Bureau’of Land ,$&age- 
ment withdraw its recommendation to designate+:thk’ Rio 
Grande above the Colorado-yew Mexico stateline as a wild 
and scenic river and instead manage the area pursuant to 
special management status. .’ 

BLM is required by law, FLPMA, and other BLM planning 
guidance to study potential rivers in the course of planning 
for the management and use of the public lands. Your 
recommendation to manage the river corridor as a special 
management area is described in Appendix E, Production 
Resource Enhancement Alternative, and was considered 
during this planning process. This appendix has been exten- 
sively revised and is now Appendix A to this document. The 
22 miles of the,Rio Grande River (Segments B and C) have 
been determined eligible and suitable for wild and scenic 
designation and is designated as an ACEC. An SRMA will 
encompass 29 miles of river corridor. 

Comment 114-12 ,. .’ 
,’ 

The BLI$to be complemented on the Rio Grande River 
St.uclyRepoft (Appendix E). 

,‘.. .,.! 

Response ” 
:. 

Your comments are appreciated; however, because of 100 + 
comments, the study report has been revised extensively and 
is part of this proposed RMP (Appendix A). 

Zoiiments i 1 &I.,1 24-1 ,I 24-5, and H5-1 

We therefore respectfully request that you withdraw your 
recommendatil6X1Dinclude this portion of the Rio Grande 
River in the Wild and Scenic River System. 

Response 

The BLM is required by law, FLPMA, and other planning 
guidance to study potential rivers in the course of planning 
for the management and use of the public lands. Please also 
refer to our response to Comment 107-24, page 2-44. 

Comment 120-I 

Please consider designating the reach of the Rio Grande 
between Lobatos Bridge and the N.M. state line as a Special 
Resource Management area administered as if it were Wild 
and Scenic - with equal emphasis on wildliie protection and 
recreation. 

Respgnse 
:. ( ,. ” 
The lower’ 22 milks’of the river have been determined 
eligible and suitable for wild and scenic designation and will 
be managed according to interim management policy out- 
lined in Attachment 7 of Appendix A. This 22-mile portion 
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will be designated as an ACEC and a 29-mile portion will 
be managed as an SRMA. 

Comment 124-3 

Secondly, one of the principal reasons the Wfid and Scenic 
River Act was proposed for passage by Congress was to 
deter the building of river dams. Since the use of water in 
the Rio Grande is so tied up by water rights, the Rio Grande 
Compact, and the Closed Basin Project, we seriously doubt 
that dam building should be a reason to put it under protec- 
tion. 

Response 

Wdd and scenic designation seeks to maintain and enhance 
the existing stream conditions of a river. No dams nor water 
projects can be built on the designated river segments. New 
mining claims will be restricted. The intent of the Act is to 
balance the unprotected rivers with the rivers permanently 
protected. 

Comments 125-5 and 144-5 

Now to the mighty Rio Grande River, all 41.5 miles studied 
by the BLM should receive Wild and Scenic designation and 
should have a wide protective corridor. The Rio Grande is 
an abused river, the BLM can correct this condition for a 
few miles. 

Response 

Your concern is noted and is carefully being considered. 
Please refer to Appendix A, Rio Grande Wild and Scenic 
River Study Report in this document. 

Comments 127-l and 127-15 

Fifth, we commend the planners objective to provide 
“[nlonimpairment interim management” for the river cor- 
ridor. However, the RMP should provide particular 
management prescriptions designed to protect the resource 
values and character of the river until a decision is reached 
regarding their designation, BLM’s Guidelines require 
agency planners to establish detailed management prescrip- 
tions. The Guidelines state: ’ . . . the RMP -prescribe the 
protection (interim management prescriptions) to be 
provided for the river and adjacent public land area pending 
the suitability and, when necessary, subsequent action by the 
Congress.” Guidelines, Section VIII.A.3.a, at p. 11‘ (em- 
phasis added). 

;. 

Response 

The prescribed nonimpairment interim management is out- 
lined in Appendix A, Interim Management (section 7) and 
Attachment 7. 

Comments 127-2,127-3, and 127-4 

The Draft San Luis RMP fails to comply with administrative 
guidance to examine rivers other than the Rio Grande. The 
Draft San Luis RMP indicates the planners did not examine 
any potential wild and scenic rivers other than the Rio 
Grande. Other candidate rivers within the RMP may in- 
clude Black Canyon, South Piney Creek and Zapata Creek, 
each of which are within wilderness study areas adjacent to 
the Rio Grande National Forest. &e RMP .at 2-42. The 
BLM should document the values of these streams and, if 
outstandingly remarkable values are present, coordinate an 
eligibility study of these streams. . . . 

Response 

The draft San Luis RMP did fail to document our findings 
of noneligibiity for other streams in the planning area. 
These creeks are free-flowing, but the consensus of the 
BLM study team is that none of them have any unique, 
outstandingly remarkable values worthy of designation to 
the National Wild and Scenic River System. See Attachment 
1 in Appendix A of this document. The candidate rivers you 
mentioned, of whichvery short segments occur on BLM-ad- 
ministered land, are dry gulches. 

Comment 127-6 

First, our principal concern is with the “Analysis and 
Evaluation” section. The planners do not seem to under- 
stand the distinction between “recreational” use and a 
“recreational” classification. For example, the planners have 
apparently decided, based upon the opinion of the Alamosa 
Refuge manager, that a “recreational” designation is not 
compatible with the wildlife refuge. Id, at E-10. A river is 
eligible for inclusion in the national rivers system if it pos- 
sesses one or more outstandingly remarkable values. 

Rebponse 

The coordination between BLM and USFWS concerning 
wild and scenic designation focuses on suitability rather 
than eligibility. It is believed that designation of Segment A 
as an addition to the national system, under any classifica- 
tion, will result in increased publicity and public awareness 
and could increase the potential for increased public use 
demands, which would be in conflict with the management 
objectives of the refuge. It is the opinion of the study team 
that there are outstandingly remarkable values in this 
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portion of the river corridor. The study report has been 
extensively revised and is Appendix A of this proposed 
RMF! 

Comment 127-7 

Similarly, the study states that Segments A and B do not 
meet the “eligibility requirements for wild, scenic, or recrea- 
tion designation.” Id, at E-11. The next several sentences 
describe criteria that are relevant to cl&&a&, i.e., 
shoreline development, but that are absolutely irrelevant to 
a determination of the river’s &$ili&. Apparently, these 
river segments do not qualify for either wild or scenic 
classification. If that is the case, the appropriate classilica- 
tion if (sic) recreational. The planners, however, state that 
since the river recreational values “are not considered to be 
remarkable, mainly because of the lack of a unique physical 
river setting”, the river lacks the “outstandingly remarkable 
recreation values required for a recreation classification.” 
16 The planners, are simply mistaken in this conclusion. 
Outstandingly remarkable recreational values are not re- 
quired for a river to be classified as recreational. ,, 

Response 

In light of additional information, (i.e., wildlife values/visual 
resources/ scenic viewshed) and from public review of the 
draft RMP/EIS, the entire 41-mile river corridor meets the 
eligibility requirements and has been classified. Only 22 
miles (Segments B and C) have been determined suitable. 

Comment 127-8 

Further, it would appear that Segment B at least received 
substantial recreational use. &t,& at E-12 and Table E-l. 
American Rivers suggests that when the planners revise the 
study, they reconsider whether the recreational use of Seg- 
ment B (and A), particularly when combined with the 
recreational opportunities of the river downstream, qualify 
a&Xtstandmgly remarkable. 

Response 

The amount of recreational use of Segment A of the Rio 
Grande River has not been documented. Observations by 
BLM personnel lead us to believe that this is of a dispersed 
nature and is not nearly as high as that in Segments B and 
C, which are the preferred and most accessible areas of the 
Rio Grande River. Upper and Lower Boxes. The study 
report (Appendix A) has been revised. 

.,, .‘f 
Comment 127-10 

., ._. 

Third, although the study identifies the length of the river 
segment that is’studie.d,’ the width of the corridor is never 

explicitly identified. E& id at E-3. Agency direction 
provides that the appropriate corridor for-purposes of the 
study is one-quarter mile wide on each side of the river. The 
apparent failure to identify those outstandingly remarkable 
values within one-quarter mile of the river must be cor- 
rected. 

Response 

The wild and scenic river study team is aware of the agency 
directed minimum study area of one-quarter mile width 
from each bank, and did in fact consider the resource values 
there. 

The study corridor is initially described in Chapter 2, page 
2-49, as the Rio Grande River Corridor Special Recreation 
l$nagement Area. In the same paragraph, it is explained 
that a portion ofthis described corridor is also considered 
for wild and’ scenic river ‘designation. Inadvertently; this 
width description was not repeated in the study report in 
Appendix E. The study report has been revised and ex- 
panded as Appendix A to this proposed RMPlfinal EIS. 

Comments 127-I 1 and 145-I 7 

Fourth, the study should identify the resource values present 
in each segment to determine whether the segment posses- 
ses outstandingly remarkable values. The study fails to do 
this. 

Response 

The Physical Description and the Analysis and Evaluation 
sections of the study report consider riparian, cultural, 
water quality, recreation, paleontological, vegetation, fish 
and wildlife, scenic, and geological values, as well as owner- 
ship patterns. 

Conclusions concerning “outstandingly remarkable” values, 
which differ from the professional judgment of the study 
team, do not indicate these values were not identified and 
considered. 

The study report has been revised and expanded as Appen- 
dix A for this proposed RMP/final EIS. Additional informa- 
tion regarding wildlife values, visual resources, and scenic 
viewshed indicate Segment A is eligible for wild and scenic 
designation; however, BLM does not believe this segment 
meets suitability criteria because of manageability. 

Comments 127-I 2&l 3,131-2,132-3&6, and 
138-l ; .,,: ;:::1, 

; “’ ., .: ‘I .)’ ;, _ ::; . 
Section B has the necessary attributes of a scenic river under 
the, Wild and Scenic River.,Act - wildlife and recreation 
opportunities are present. It should be included in a Wild 
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and Scenic Bill and Section A should be further investigated 
for inclusion. 

Response 

Segment B has been further evaluated and determined to 
be eligible and suitable for wild and scenic designation. 

Segment A was considered separately because of the small 
amount of public land adjacent to the river. Without sub- 
stantial control (40 to 50 percent) of the shoreline, BLM 
would not have the ability to regulate access and public use 
there. The study report has been revised and expanded as 
Appendix A to this proposed RMP/final EIS. 

Comment 127-14 

Segment C appears to possess outstandingly remarkable 
scenic, fish and wildlife, and recreational values. I&The 
geologic values of the area also appear to qualify it for the 
national system. I& at E-10. 

Response 

I American Rivers and the BLM study team are in agreement 
concerning the eligibiity and suitability of Segment C of the 
Rio Grande River to be recommended as an addition to the 
National Wild and Scenic River System. Segments A and B 
have been determined eligible and Segment B has also been 
determined suitable. 

Comment 128-7 

The Rio Grande is over-appropriated with over 5,000 cfs 
decreed water rights with priority dates of 1916 or earlier. 
The Rio Grande is highly regulated and water use is very 
important to the economy of the basin. There appears to be 
no benefit to designating the lower reach as wild and scenic. 

Response 

The primary purpose of wild and scenic river designation is 
to maintain the outstandingly remarkable values and free- 
flowing characteristics of designated rivers. The designation 
seeks to maintain and enhance the existing stream condi- 
tions. No dams nor water projects can be built on the 
designated river segment. Please refer to com- 
ment/response 107-16. 

Comment 131-I 

The New Mexico River Outfitters Association concurs with 
the &lings of the Draft Resource Management Plan and 
EIS that Segment C of the-Rio Grande River, from Lobatos 
Bridge to the State line, should be added to, the National 

Wdd and Scenic River System, so as to better protect the 
entirety of the Rio Grande Gorge and the outstanding 
wilderness and recreation values located therein. 

Response 

The lower 22 miles of the river have been determined 
eligible and suitable for wild and scenic designation. This 
22mile portion will be designated as an ACEC, however, 
29 miles will be managed as an SRMA. 

Comments 132-I ,I 41-2,145*22,and 151-I 

We feel the Natural Resource Enhancement Alternative is 
the most appropriate alternative for the management of the 
41 mile distance of river under study; . . . . . 

Response 

Your written input to the San Luis Resource Management 
Plan is appreciated. Your concern is noted and is carefully 
being considered. For more information see response 127-7 
and Appendix A of ,this proposed RMP/fmal EIS. 

Comment H8-1 

Pm speaking against the proposed designation of a wild and 
scenic river from the New Mexico border northward be- 
cause I have seen, especially that private land in the San Luis 
Valley has been the most efficient means of improving the 
environment as far as greenry (sic) and as far as wildlife 
population is concerned here in the San Luis Valley, 

Response . . 

It is not the desire nor goal of the government to interfere 
or regulate activities on private lands within a designated 
W&&R corridor. Current uses of the river and adjoining 
lands will be allowed to continue. In the BLM resource 
management planning process, private landowners’ con- 
cerns are considered and evaluated as to their compatibility 
with other resources within the corridor. A primaryobjec- 
tive of wild and scenic river designation is to maintain and 
enhance river-related natural values. 

Comments H9-3,Hl8-4,Hl8-8, and HI 8-l 3 

What are the water quality standards. How will it affect the 
close basin project and it’s operation. 

Response : .~’ 

The Rio Graqde River downstream from the Alamosa, County 
line is clas&ed for recreation class I (body contact), aquatic 

: 
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class I (warm and cold water fisheries), and agricultural 
uses. The existing water quality meets these standards. 
Water quality standards are not specifically defined in the 
National Wild un< Scenic Rivers Act; only that waters must 
be unpolluted in segments classified and designated as 
“wild.” No water quality standards are listed at all for scenic 
or recreation river classifications. The existing Federal 
Clean Water Act national goal, however, is for all waters to 
be fishable and swimmable. 

Section 12(c) of the Act states that the head of any agency 
administering a component of the national wild and scenic 
river system shall cooperate with the Secretary of the Inte-. 
rior and with the appropriate state water pollution control 
agencies for the purpose of eliminating or diminishing the 
pollution of waters of the river: Section 13(e) states that 
nothing in the Act shall be construed to alter, amend, repeal; 
interpret,. modify, or conflict with any interstate compact. 
made by any states with any portion of the nationalwiId,and 
scenic river system. 

*‘- ;.. *I I 3.G :g!‘i,, : .I .., I 
Existing stream conditions are sufficient to satisfy the needs 
of any special management designation., Also see response 
to Water Resources Comment 107+ page 2-16. : ,1’ ,‘.. 

VISUAL RES&RCi’ MiiiiGEMENT’, : L. 
co&ment 6 jm4’ 4 L,’ : (il;, ; : . .<,.,;, 

,;.,.,_ ,,’ “‘ 
,. 

We recommend at a minimum these areas be given a no 
surface occupancy stipulation. The plan also fails to provide 
protectionstipulations. for cultural sites, waterfowl, areas; 
municipal watersheds, scenic vistas; and public highway 
viewshed. Rare, threatened and endangered species of 
wildlife should be inventoried and their habitat be closed to 
leasing. 

Response 
.’ 

Special lease stipulations for threatened and endangered 
species and cultural sites were determined to be unneces- 
sary as the standard lease terms, regulations, and existing 
legislation provide sufficient pr.otection of these resources. 
There are no municipal watersheds situatedon public lands 
within the SLR4 so no stipulatiorris needed. The waterfowl 
areas withinthe planning area have been provided with a 
timing limitation stipulation in order to avoid an increase in 
nest abandonment or an altering of breeding behavior. This . 
was determined to be sufficient mitigation for these.sites; 
An analysis of impacts to visual resources did not identify a 
need for the imposition of special leasing stipulationswithin 
theSLR& -. h:i;:!:. :;-.i>:,.: :,,:.Y ,,I ::“i,. :ccj,. .: ,;::‘:: 

. . -. ( : .-: _ : / : <. , (‘,’ ( -( :* . : ~ : _ _,, ,, i 
7 .’ ,<.) :‘, ‘3 ii’.,,;, : ;.: -;..,:, : _‘*:. I ,.?J 

:*.._ <. ,. ;:,.*, :. :; ::;. , ( ::,;+> ,. ‘: ,‘:n .j.-,~:‘:; .1 

Comment 145-21 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT - We support the 
objective of the Natural Resource Enhancement Alterna- 
tive, with one additional concern. Our recommendation of 
holistic management for the Rio Grande Corridor and ad- 
jacent proposed ACEC’s motivates this addition to the 
SLRMP: that this region of the RA is currently VRM Class 
II and should be identified as such in the RMP with ap- 
propriate management to follow. 

Response 

The scenic quality of the BLM lands surrounding the sig- 
nificant areas identified in your comment are considered to 
be fairly common to this physiographic region. The com- 
bined importance of scenic quality, visibility, and visual 
sensitivi&~~however, are considered to be high enough to 
warrant management of the surrounding areas as Class II. 

The management objectives for Class II lands are very 
restrictive:ChBngesm any of the:basic’elements caused by 
a management activity should not be evident in the charac- 
teristic landscape. 

Comment H26-3 

Another area that we feel is very important are special 
recreation management areas and wild and scenic river 
corridors. The Rio Grande did receive a no-surface oc- 
cupancy designation, but once again, we would prefer no- 
lease in those areas, mainIy because there could be impacts 
from directional drilhng from outside of the area within the 
viewshed, or something of that nature. 

Response 

The impacts to visual resources as a result of fluid mineral 
operati.ons were considered in our analysis of the 
SRMA/ACEC/wild and scenic suitability areas. SpecificalIy, 
the visual resources within the Rio Grande River Corridor 
were an important factor in the decision to require a no 
surface occupancy stipulation. This decision, however, was 
based on a determination that an NSO provides the neces- 
sary visual protection and also provides the opportunity to 
lease the fluid mineral resources for possible development 
by methods from outside the corridor. Pluid mineral opera- 
tions on public lands adjacent to these areas as well as ail 
public lands within the resource area will utilize the visual 
mitigation measures identified as standard operating prac- 
tice& the mine& appendix. 
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Response “. Comment H26-5 

Another ‘concept that the Forest Service is using in their 
Pie/San Isabel oil and gas lease amendment is to have 
corridors along public highways in which a lease surface 
occupancy will not be permitted to protect the viewshed 
along public highway rights-of-way. We would recommend 
BLM do this. Also as well as in areas where there may be 
scenic vistas along highways or trails. 

Response 

The analysis of impacts to visual resources from fluid 
mineral operations based on the reasonably foreseeable 
development for the SLRMP identified that the short-term 
impacts to visual resources during the drilling stage did not 
warrant such a restrictive stipulation. The use of standard 
operating practices during production operations will suffi- 
ciently mitigate the impacts through screening, siting, and 
color requirements (see AppendixC). ’ 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Comments 5-4,26-3,37-2,53-2,80-i 14-1, ” 
153-8,Hl9-3,H20-1 

We have documented incidents of archaeological resource 
vandalism and theft along our common boundary with the ,. 
Sand Castle area. OHV use may adversely’ affect ar- 
theological sites and can lead to increased site vandalism. 
Again, the question of OHV regulation and the protection 
of important resources surfaces. 

Response 

OHV use constitutes the greatest threat to cultural resour- 
ces in this area. BLM studies on the western slope .diiectly 
correlate vehicular access to a high incidence of vandalism. 
It is known that the Sand Castle area contains a dense base 
of archaeological resources, however, a complete inventory 
is lacking. 

The OHV play area will not be recommended in the 
proposed RMP/fmal EIS and OHV concerns will be ad- 
dressed in a CRMAP, which will emphasize cultural and 
ecological values rather than OHV use in the area. 

Comment 80-l 

Section 106 of the National Historic- Preservation Act as 
implemented by the Advisory Council regulations 36 CFR 
800 must be followed on all projects that have the potential 
to affect cultural resources. 

It is the policy of this Bureau to fully comply with all legis- 
lation, regulations, and agreements that affect the manage- 
ment and any subsequent disposition of cultural resources. 
This includes compliance with 36 CFR 800 as well as pro- 
cedure detailed in the programmatic memorandum of 
agreement (PMOA) with your office. SHPO will be af- 
forded every opportunityfor timely comment on any neces- 
sary actions. 

Comments 80-2,91-4 

Due to the importance of the cultural resources within the 
San Luis Valley, we strongly urge that the Bureau of Land 
Management develop a cultural resource management plan 
for this ‘area. The plan also fails to provide protective 
stipulations for cultural sites .- ; . . 

Response 

cultural resources are fully protected by Federal legislation 
dating from 1906 through theArchaeological Protection Act 
of 1979 as amended in 1989. .BLM policy in complying with 
these various regulations includes the inventory of these 
resources, the assessment of their significance, and the 
mitigation of any adverse impacts on these resources. This 
current management effort will provide the base for various 
-cultural resource management .plans (CRMPs); e.g., 
Punche Valley, La Garita Creek, Dry Creek, etc. A valley- 
wide CRMP will also be done on the remaining cultural 
resources. These plans will recommend the disposition of 
individual sites for the greatest benefit to the public. 

ECbNOMlC CONDITIONS AND 
SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT’ 

Comments 85-5,104-l 0,118-l 1,122-l 1, 
and 135-11 

Please extend additional 12.3 miles of river (north) to 
Lasauses cemetery -- this is a valuable habitat stretch of 
water. lands. Encouraged recreational uses will guarantee 
economic increase & tourists will enjoy these preserved 
lands;. 

Response 

The region will benefit economically from the proposed 
designation of the 22-mile portion of the Rio Grande River 
determined eligible and suitable as a wild and scenic river. 
BLMis mandated by FLPMA and other planning guidance 
to analyze rivers and streams for eligibility and suitability. 
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These criteria identify values other than economic to be 
considered for determination of eligibility and suitability. 

Comments 107-7,119-2, and H8-2 

Yet, the Environmental Impact Statement makes no inquiry 
into the source of the water for such flows or the economic 
and environmental impact on other water users and citizens 
*thin the San Luis Valley as the result of efforts to acquire 
those instream flow rights. 

Response 

Impacts to San Luis agriculture are not expected. Please see 
response 128-2, page 2-15, under Water Resources, on the 
likelihood of water being taken from the present San Luis 
users. Since there ‘is no expected change to water in the 

I.1 -valley from Congressional designation of the river as a 
component to the national system, it is very unlikely there 
will be any kind of impact to the social environment of the 
valley water users. 

Comment H25-4 

. . . .don’t know how much activity the Rio Grande gets in that 
.i,, stretch, but I think it might be useful for the BLM to 

promote a more recreational use. Certainly the wild and 
scenic river status would help that. I thii it would also help 
the local economy, which has a reputation for being not very 
good. 

Response 

No recreation projections of use were made. Increases in 
use, no doubt, will help the local economy as tourists will 
spend money in the local areas. Please see response to 
H254 under Recreation. 

Comment H31-2 

‘ 

We need to look at .cost/benefit ratios which take into ac- 
count the aesthetic and scenic values of an ACEC. 

Response 

The benefits or willingness to pay for aesthetic or scenic 
values are not bought and sold in well defined markets and 
will be very diicult to measure. Because of lack of informa- 
tion on benefits, we have not done a cost/benefit analysis of 
ACECs. We do know generally that “designating” or “setting 
aside” areas produce some tourist dollar benefits indirectly. 

HAZARDS MANAGEMENT 

Comment 93-2 

On page 2-58, we note that man-made hazards vary from 
area to area within the planning area, and “a more detailed 
inventory is needed to determine the nature of these hazards 
(content, size, value, toxicity, etc.).” While many of these 
sites have been identified and barriers and signs have been 
posted, there were no plans noted for further study. Mitiga- 
tion plans should be identified in the Final Plan/EIS regard- 
ing human health and safety and the identification of 
additional hazardous areas, including abandoned mine 
shafts which are expected to be in the area. 

Response ’ 

Mitigation plans regarding human health and safety will be 
developed on a case-by-case basis according to resource 
priorities set forth in the land use plans. This will be done 
through site-specific Federal actions; e.g., APDs, ROWS, 
permits, etc. Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Board has 
taken the lead in determining mitigation needs and 
priorities in extensive mining areas (abandoned mine shafts, 
adits, etc.). 

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT ANID 
ANIMAL VALUES 

Comment 15-2 

In this locality there are occasional wetlands where the 
water table rises above the surface in small depressions. 
These wetlands include many species of plants (including 
Cleome multicaulis, a plant which the draft lists as one 
deserving special consideration) and supports many species 
of birds, mammals, and amphibians. To allow off-road 
vehicles access to these wetlands can only seriously damage 
them. 

Response 

Damage occurs to fauna through damage or destruction of 
nesting areas, feeding areas, cover as well as from harass- 
ment. Flora impacts can be very critical since these areas 
are of limited size. The plants grow in a narrow band around 
the perimeter of these limited areas, and the limited habitat 
is totally crucial. OHV use is limited to designated roads 
and trails or though seasonal limitations. 
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Comments 19-l ;23-1,30-1,41-1,49-l, 62-i, 
75-1,81-2,82-l ,83-l ,88-l ,H27-2, and H31-4 

I would like to suggest the addition of Elephant Rocks to 
the ACEC. My understanding, there are sensitive and rare 
plant communities which would benefit from protection. 

Response 

By law, BLM is required to clear all sites for sensitive plants 
prior to allowing surface-disturbing activities; therefore, 
minimal protection is provided. 

Based on added information and re-evaluation of the area, 
Elephant Rocks will be added as an ACEC in the proposed 
RMP/final EIS. This designation will provide additional 
protection for special plant values. 

Comment 91-4 ‘. 

We recommend at a miniium these areas be given a no 
surface occupancy stipulation. The plan also fails to provide 
protective stipulations for cultural sites, waterfowl areas, 
municipal watersheds, scenic vistas, and public highway 
viewshed. Rare, threatened and endangered species of 
wildlife should be inventoried and their habitat be closed to 
leasing. 

Response 

protecting the roost site, say from 1 June through 31 Oc- 
tober. This is the time period when the bats are using the 
mine. I would be more than happy to work with you on this 
subject if you agree that additional special considerations 
are warranted. 

Response 

These private lands were not identified for acquisition by 
BLM, and we do not have a plan to manage this bat species 
on these private lands or on the scattered adjacent BLM- 
administered tracts. Disposal of the referenced scattered 
parcels of BLM-administered lands probably will occur 
through this plan. BLM will fully support your agency’s 
efforts to protect this colony of free-tailed bats at the Orient 
Mine by offering these lands to the Colorado Division of 
Wildlife on a priority basis. Although we do not intend to 
manage these small scattered tracts, we do appreciate your 
concern and will support your agency in blocking up these 
lands under your ownership in order to protect this colony 
of’bats. 

Comment 111-I 

The Federal Status of Listed Threatened shown in Table 
2-35 on page 2-60 of is in error. Also, its habitat description 
in ‘Ihble 2-35 should read “ponderosa Savannah with fescue 
grassland on deep soils over volcanic substrates.” 

Response 

No surface occupancy (NSO) is considered a rather severe 
stipulation. These ACECs are identified in the draft 
RMP/EIS and will red flag any future action proposed. 
Before any action is approved, BLM is required to consult 
with the appropriate authorities including those listed in the 
plan. As far as leasing goes, the habitats are so narrow, any 
location can be properly determined in the APD process. 
The broad black-footed ferret area is suspected habitat and 
applies to prairie dog towns that are generally small enough 
that an oil and gas operation can be located to avoid poten- 
tial impacts. 

You are correct and the changes have been made. Please 
also see response 152-3. 

Comment 127-5 

The presence of a candidate T&E plant suggest that 
Rajadero (sic) Canyon may possess outstandingly remark- 
able ecological values. Ld at H-9. 

Response 

Comment 92-3 

The BLM should consider what steps might be possible to 
help protect the colony of Brazilian free-tailed bats 
(F at the Orient Mine. This is a very 
unique situation, the northern most known colony of 
predominantly male bats of this species know in the world. 
I realize that the land is privately owned, but it is almost 
totally surrounded by BLM land. The‘Black Canyon desig- 
nation will help protect this area, at least from the east. If I 
read your maps correctly, woodland timber harvest would 
only occur to the south around Garner Creek. Seasonal use 
restrictions around the site would be of great benefit to 

At present this species is not a candidate;, however, we 
realize that new data exists that was not available from the 
CNAP 1986 plant inventory contract. In light of new infor- 
mation from public comments on the draft RMP/draft EIS, 
we have re-examined the ACEC relevance and importance 
criteria and now are proposing designation of Ra Jadero 
Canychi as an ACEC. 

Coti’m& 15011 ‘,. 

First, we believe the Draft RMP is seriously deficient in that 
it does not acknowledge and incorporate BLM national 
policy with regard to federal ESA Candidate plant and 

2-51 



Chapter 2 

animal species--i.e., that candidate species are to be treated 
for planning and management activities as if they were 
listed, and that Resource Areas are directed to identify and 
designate qualified ACECs. In the “Existing Management” 
alternative, Areas of Special Concern section (p.3-13), no 
ACECs are proposed, despite the acknowledgement that a 
number of sites meeting the ACEC relevancy and impor- 
tance criteria exist. 

Response 

ACEC is an administrative designation designed to provide 
managers with a “flag” to indicate certain areas may require 
special management. There is, however, to our knowledge 
no BLM nor national policy that requires ACEC designa- 
tion of sites that meet relevance and importance criteria. 
The presence of special plant species in an area does not 
automatically require ACEC designation. Some of the 
recommended sites for ACEC designation; i.e., San Luis 
Hills WSA, Sand Castle, Trickle Mountain, Los Mogotes, 
do have special plants, which would be given protective 
management under ACEC designation. Ra Jadero Canyon 
and Elephant Rocks have been added as ACECs, both of 
which have special plant values. 

Comment 150-2 

Similarly the Special Status Plant and Animal Species sec- 
tion (p.3-13) does not even mention candidate or state 
special concern list species. Based on our understanding of 
BLM national policy, we believe that these two sections 
must be revised in the Existing Management and Resource 
Production alternatives. This will then necessitate further 
revisions in summaries and tables. 

Response 

The words “threatened and endangered” should be replaced 
with “these special status,” which makes the “species” men- 
tioned range from sensitive through candidate to 
threatened and endangered species. The change has been 
made in this document. 

Comments 150-4,150-5,and 150-6 I 

Response 

Your comments are appreciated and very correct. CNAP 
did offer us suggestions already and we have adopted them. 

Comment 150-8 

As noted on page 2-42, we agree that special management 
is required to assure that Neoparrya lithophila habitat is not 
degraded. Although at present the vegetation associated 
with the rocks is in relatively good condition, the grassy 
areas among the rock outcrops are in comparatively poor 
condition. 

Response 

The “associated” vegetation condition does not necessarily 
point to the condition of Neopanya lithophila. This area has 
no current use, including grazing, that would result in “poor” 
condition of any vegetation. Past use obviously degraded the 
whole ecosystem, and it is now probably in quite early seral 
stage. BLM contracted the species and habitat studies to 
CNAP. It is more likely that N. lithophila will disappear if 
the vegetation were to improve to a later seral stage. 

Comment 152-2 

Astragalus is not listed as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act at this time. It is not yet an official 
candidate for listing (Category 2), but will be published as 
such in an updated Federal Register notice due out in 1990. 
The second sentence under Special Status Plant Species 
should read: “Several federal candidate and/or sensitive 
plant species occur in the resource area which could be- 
come listed as threatened and endangered without ap- 
propriate management.” * is currently 
being considered for listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and is the subject of a status survey by CNAP (report 
due out in February 1990). The national policy of the BLM 
with respect to candidate species is to treat them as if there 
listed in all planning processes. 

Response 

Table 2-36 also contains a number of errors. The subheading 
“sensitive floristic communities” does not seem appropriate 
for all of the areas grouped within that title. The “sensitive 
plant association” l&tin& use a ranking scheme no longer 
used by CNAP Both footnotes are incorrect for reasons 
stated above. We recommend this table be omitted entirely, 
as it seems to add more confusion that enlightenment, or at 
least revised with information and terminology from CNAI? 
If you wish to retain %ble 2-36, we could provide more 
detailed suggestions. 

You are correct in your first and second sentences, and we 
will correct this error and make the change to Category 2, 
as in the 1990 Federal Register. 

The fust sentence in paragraph one, page 2-59 should read 
“No plant species were identified.. . .” The plan does clearly 
state that clearance ‘and consultation are required on 
threatened and endangered and special status plants and 
animals. Page 2-59 states Bureau policy and objectives; also 
see page 3-8, which gives management common to all alter- 
natives. 
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Comment 152-3 Comment 152-e 

Table 2-35. The federal status of Astragalus is not LT, 
as the table indicates. The federal status should be Category 
2. 

Habitat form * is: fescue grasslands near or 
in open ponderosa pine or pinyon-juniper woodlands on 
volcanic substrates. 

Response 

Please refer to comment 1.52-2 for statement two regarding 
habitat description. We have made the change as you state. 
Your update/revision of your organization’s description is 
appreciated. 

Comment 152-4 , 

Footnotes to Table 2-35 should read: 

“These ranking are provided by the Colorado Natural Areas 
Program (CNAP). This standardized ranking procedure 
was developed by CNAP to assist land managers in assess- 
ing status and management needs for piant species of spe- 
cial concern to the state of Colorado.” 

“List 1. Federal threatened or endangered plant 
species that are rare throughout their range, including 
species endemic to Colorado. 

List l*. Plant species presumed extinct. 

List 2*. Plant species presumed extirpated from 
Colorado. 

List 2. Plant species which are rare in Colorado but 
relatively common elsewhere within their range. 

List 3. Plant species which appear to be rare but for 
which conclusive information is lacking. 

List 4. Plans of limited distribution or of special in- 
terest which appear secure at this time (watch list).” 

+h e symbols utilized in the Federal Status column 
(Table 2-35). . . .‘I 

Response 

Thank you for the update on the lists. Please consider the 
changes made as you suggested. Webave corrected footnote 
2 to read “Table 2-35 instead of TabJe,2.23-1:‘. .’ : 

1. _: - ‘ * ,. 1 
*. I . . 
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“Sensitive Plant Habitats” would be more appropriate ter- 
minology for Elephant Rocks and Flat Top Mesa than “Sen- 
sitive Floristic Communities”. “High Quality Plant 
Communities” would be preferable to “Sensitive Plant As- 
sociations”. 

Response 

Your second suggestion has been considered, and the ter- 
minology has been changed to “High Quality Plant Com- 
munities.” 

Comment 152-9 

CNAP no longer uses the ranking procedure developed by 
The Nature Conservancy for use by Heritage program (e.g., 
G3S2). The Colorado Natural Areas Program considers 
high quality remnant examples of native plant communities 
to be worthy of protection as representative examples of 
Colorado’s natural environment. In some instances such 
plant communities may be of regional significance; in 
others, they are of national significance. 

Response 

We appreciate the updated changes to CNAP special plants 
report of 1986. 

Comment 152-I 0 

All footnotes from Table 2-36 should be eliminated. They 
are either erroneous or misleading. 

Response 

Thank you for your information. We have corrected the 
erroneous footnotes; however, they have been retained be- 
cause we believe it is appropriate to list the information 
source. 

Comment 152-11 

For the contents of the lower portion of Table 2-36, we 
suggest the following: 
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Special Vegetation Resources Status 
Response 

Southern Rocky Mountain Lower further 
Montane Grasslands study 

examples: Arizona fescue-mountain 
muhly; Arizona fescue-slim muhly; 
winterfatlbrdian ricegtasss 

Southern Rocky Mountain Lower- further 
Montane Woodlands study 

examples: bristlecone pine/Arizona. 
fescue-mountain muhlv 

Ponderosa pine woodlands further 
examples: ponderosa pine/Arizona study 

fescue-mountain muhlv 
Pinon-Juniper Woodlands further 

examples: pinon pine-Rocky Mountain study 
juniper 

Response 

Thank you for updating us on your new treatment of sensi- 
tive plant associations (this title has been changed to “High 
Quality Plant Communities”); please see comment 152-8. 

Cotitient 152-12 

High quality examples of these plant communities may be 
found in Trickle Mountain/Sheep Creek, East Creek, and 
Plat Top/San Luis Hills areas. Evaluations of these plant 
communities should be conducted to ascertain their condi- 
tion. Historical grazing practices have significantly altered 
native grasslands and the native understory in woodland 
communities throughout the San Luis Valley and the semi- 
arid western United States, rendering high quality relictual 
vegetation areas of regional as well as national significance. 

Response 

We appreciate your comments. Vegetative monitoring will 
be implemented through activity plans; i.e., allotment 
management and habitat management plans. 

Comment 152-I 4 

The phrase “plant associations” should be changed to “plant 
communities”. Who makes the “necessary” determination of 
inventory and monitoring needs for special status plant and 
animal species? The specific criteria that will trigger the 
“necessary” determinations should be defined. 

Your suggested change of “plant associations” to “plant 
communities” on page 3-8 has been made in Chapter 1 of 
the proposed RMP/final EIS. 

The area manager, in conjunction with the agencies listed 
on page 3-8 of the draft RMP, would determine the level of 
inventory and monitoring necessary for proper manage- 
ment. Criteria will also be defined by the area manager in 
consultation with the listed agencies. 

Comment 152-I 5 

The existing management alternative provides for designa- 
tion of no.ACECs and no attention is paid to candidate or 
state list plant species. This is not in keeping with present 
national policy within BLM which provides for treatment of 
candidate species as if they were listed (Y. paragraph 1, page 
2-59 and topic’l, page A-4), nor with the national directive 
for Resource Areas to identify and &igna~e ‘qualified 
ACECs. 

Response 

ACEC is an administrative designation designed to provide 
managers with a “flag” to indicate certain areas may require 
special management. There is,~however, to our knowledge 
no BLM nor national policy that requires ACEC designa- 
tion of sites that meet relevance and importance criteria. 
The presence of special plant species in an area does not 
automatically require ACEC designation. Some of the 
recommended sites for ACEC designation; i.e., San Luis 
Hills WSA, Sand Castle, ‘Ifickle Mountain, Los Mogotes, 
do have special plants, which would be given protective 
management under ACEC designation. Ra Jadero Canyon 
and Elephant Rocks have been added as ACECs, both of 
which have special plant values. 

Comment 152-l 7 

Astraealus should receive special management 
wherever it occurs within the resource area, and the 
proposed Ra Jadero Canyon ACEC should be managed 
with protection and enhancement of A. populations 
as the top priority. 

Response 

At present this species is not a candidate; however, we 
realize that new data exists that was not available from the 
CNAP 1986 plant inventory contract. In light of new infor- 
mation from public comments on the draft RMP/EIS, we 
have re-examined the ACEC relevance and importance 
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criteria and now are proposing designation of Ra Jadero 
Canyon as an ACEC. 

Comments 152-I 8 and1 52-22 

The wording in this section of the plan does not reflect 
national policy of Bureau of Land Management with 
respect to candidate plant and animal species, i.e., can- 
didate species are treated as if they were listed in all plan- 
ning and management activities. The language in this 
section should be revised to reflect national policy (Y. para- 
graph 1, page 2-59 and topic 1, page A-4). 

Response 

The draft plan does clearly state that clearance and consult- 
ation are required on threateued and endangered and spe- 
cial status plants and animals. Page 2-59 states Bureau 
policy and ‘objectives; also see page 3-8, which gives 
management common to all alternatives. 

OTHER COMMENTS 

Comment l-l 

Mission requirements, fuel costs, and environmental con- 
straints all contribute to decisions made in locating a 
military training activity. Because of general aviation and 
population pressures, low altitude, high speed flights are 
relegated to those areas least accessible and sparsely in- 
habited. Therefore, we request that you give full considera- 
tion to how planning and management decisions might 
adversely affect the use of low altitude airspace by the Air 
Force. We believe unrestricted military use of these routes 
is essential for training and combat effectiveness. 

Response 

The bulk of BLM-administered landswill not be affected by 
flight maneuvers; however, lands that lie adjacent to USES 
lands recommended for wilderness will be. Flights should 
avoid these areas, which are on the western slope of the 
Sangre de Cristo Mountains. 

Comment 15-7 

The State of Colorado and the Bureau of Reclamation are 
developing San Luis Lakes and surrounding locale for 
recreation. It would be practical and expedient to develope 
off-road vehicle trails there in conjunction with these ac- 
tivities to replace those proposed at Sand Castle. .:.. ._ 

Response 

Yes, the Colorado Division of Parks and Outdoor Recrea- 
tion is developing facilities for camping, picnicking, fishing, 
etc., around the Sand Castle site. It seems logical that these 
would include some off-highway vehicle riding trails and 
sites adjacent to the lakes areas. Because the public ex- 
pressed support for the protection of the significant ecologi- 
cal and cultural values in the Sand Castle area, BLM is not 
pursuing the development of a portion of the unit as an 
off-highway venicle play area. The unit is designated as 
liited with OHV use limited to designated roads and trails 
only. 

Comment 25-l 

Accordingly, I feel that a a-year plan for BLM lands must 
deal with this adverse condition of drought. _~’ 

Response 

The draft does address drought, and overall climatic con+- , 
tions will be considered in site-specific actions (see Climate 
pages 3-1 and 3-2). Existing regulations also allow the 
manager to make adjustments necessary because of drought 
(e.g., allowing grazing nonuse, requiring stocking reduc- 
tions, etc.) 

Comment 71-l 

You do not pay attention to existing scientific data in regard 
to ecology and resource management. I 

Response 

Existing inventory/scientific data used to determine 
management decisions in the draft RMP is documented in 
the management situation analysis (MSA), which is avail- 
able for review in the Cafion City District Office and the San 
Luis Resource Area Office. 

Comment 91-6 

The plan failed to look at a variety of alternatives. In each 
alternative only 0.5% of the lands are closed to oil and gas 
leasing. 

Response 

In analyzing the options, the question was asked: Is “no 
leasing” needed to meet the objectives identified for a given 
alternative? If other less restrictive constraints would meet 
the objective, they were used. This is consistent with the 
multiple use mandate of BLM. Additional information is in 
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our response to Comment 145-2 in this se.ction for-more 
discussion concerning mineral development. 

Comment 91-9 
: 

The plan fails to provide any real alternatives with regards 
to locatable minerals and minerals materials. 

. 

Response 

A suitable range of alternatives‘was addressed in ‘Ihble S-l. 
In considering alternatives, analysis was presented to deter- 
mine if mineral withdrawals were totally necessary to meet 
the overall objectives of the plan. If a withdrawal was not 
needed to meet the objectives.(i.e., other designations or 
constraints would work);it was not imposed. Nevertheless, 
nearly 20,000 acres were recommended for withdrawal in 
the Natural Resource Enhancement Alternative (NREA) 
and only3,300 acres recommended in the Resource Produc- 
tion Enhancement. Alternative (RPEA). Concerning 
mineral materials, 16 percent was recommended closedin 
the NREA and only 1 percent in the RPEA. 

Comment 91-32 ..’ ‘_ 

The BLM must do a more thorough job in addressing copse- 
quences of these decisions. If a management decision is going 
to have adverse impacts on the resources that the agency 
wants to protect, then changes in the plan should occur.’ 

Response ” 

Adverse and beneficial consequences are addressed and 
analyzed in Chapter 4 of the draft RMP. Depending on the 
alternative, enhancement, of different resources is em- 
phasized; however, under multiple use management BLM 
is mandated to attempt to achieve a balance of resource 
management and still comply with various policiesand 
regulations. The Preferred ,Alternative presents a range of 
decisions to ensure sound management. 

Comment 95-I ’ ’ ‘.’ 
.’ , I  

I recommend that,. in .order ‘to mitigate the already existing 
problem from ‘recreational use, the preferred alternative de- 
emphasize recreation and.place more emphasis on upgrad- 
ing the existing natural resources through wildlife habitat 
enhancement; riparian zone protection and minimum tlow 
studies. , 

Regponse 

We are obligated to provide recreation opportunities, and 
it should not be to the detriment of other resources. With 
balanced, sound management of all resources, no one 
resource should impact other resources to the point of 
detriment. BLM believes this goal is accomplished in the 
PRMI! 

Comments 112-1,130-l, and 145-2 

We recommend the Natural Resource Enhancement Alter- 
native (NREA) for its stipulations which safeguard other 
resources, as the document states. Mineral development, in 
the short or long term, becomes a dominant land use situation, 
having great effects on other resources and the land base. This 
necessitates greater protection and mitigation for those 
resources than the Preferred Alternative (PA) provides. 

Response 

The recommendation is noted; however, the analysis com- 
pleted in the draft RMP identifies the Preferred Alternative 
as the most reasonable and implementable alternative to 
achieve the Bureau multiple use mission. For the most part, 
the special stipulations applied within the Natural Resource 
Enhancement Alternative of the draft RMP/EIS are very 
similar to those applied to the Preferred Alternative. Of 
course the standard stipulations shown in the appendix 
apply equally throughout all alternatives. 

Comment 123-1 

Nevertheless, the Preferred Alternative appears to constitute 
a good mix of uses while still allowing for reasonable access to 
explore for and produce energy resources. 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. We believe the Preferred 
Alternative is a reasonably sound mixture of resource uses. 

Comment 132-8 

We urge that you seriously consider a more intensive RMP 
than the Preferred alternative. 

Response 

We appreciated your comments. The BLM planning process 
includes three tiers of which this RMP is the second. The third 
tier includes the site-specitic, management prescriptions. In- 
tensive management must be realistic and based on future 
funding. 
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Comment 145-l Comment H26-6 

Public Comments 

One wish that we have for future plans is that plan maps, 
especially the base map, show more physiographic features, 
in addition to the political already represented. This would 
facilitate our analysis of management, resources and in- 
crease public education of the lands. 

Response 

Three maps in the back of the proposed RMP/fmal EIS 
present more information on physiographic features, which 
should better orient the reader. 

-..:: 
‘, ^ 
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I sent a comprehensive letter we would like to see included, 
in March 1988, because the plan failed to address many of 
our concerns. 

Response 
I 

We did take your earlier letter into consideration during 
scoping and development of the ACECs. Most of your 
points are very similar to your comment letter on the draft 
RMP/EIS. We believe atthis time we have addressed all of 
your comments and have thoroughly responded to them in 
the proposed RMP/fmal, EIS. We do appreciate your very 
comprehensive comments. -: j 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGE- 
MENT PLAN 

This proposed plan has portions of the original four alter- 
natives, especially the Preferred Alternative, within the 
draft RMPEIS. Also included are changes resulting from 
the comments received during the public review process on 
the draft. The resource area is divided into 10 geographic 
reference areas (GRAS) as shown on the maps inserted in 
the back of this document. 

This discussion and the discussion under San Luis Area 
‘GRA #l are,equivalent to the Management Common to All 
Alternatives section in ,chapter 3 and the Preferred Alter- 
‘native in the draft RMP/EIS. This section describes the base 
line decisions for the entire resource area and for the most 
part refers very specifically to each of the GRAS. Decisions 
within area #1.&o are relevant to the other ninegeographic 
reference areas unless specified otherwise within that par- 
ticular GRA. ‘Ibtal acreage figures are in the Summary and 
‘chapter ‘1 of this document. 

The. decisions within this proposed plan are organized into 
10 GRAs and are displayed by resources/resource uses and 
by one of the following three decisions: 

1. Resource Condition Objective (RCO): The desired 
state (condition) BLM would like to achieve for environ- 
mental values and social/economic conditions (resource) 
affected by BLM management activities and resource con- 
ditions (objectives) in a specific geographic location. 

2. Land Use Allocation (LUA): The allowable, limited, 
or excluded uses (allocations) for a specific geographic 
location or area and the terms and conditions of such use. 

3. Management Action (MA): The specific actionldirec- 
tion BLM will take to achieve RCO/LUA decisions 

The objective of this resource management plan is to pro- 
vide a variety of levels, methods, and a mix of multiple use 
resource management, utilization, and protection. Manage- 
ment decisions are based on current policies, regulations, 
and the specific resource conditions, allocations, and 
management’actions described in this plan. In the back of 
this-document are four large fold-out maps, which depict 
the decisions presented in this chapter. 

BL&I lands and resources will continue to be managed to 
provide needed commodities and uses (e.g., livestock graz- 
‘ing; mineral materials sales, etc.) to assist in the support of 
local and regional economies. Generally, management 

practices and prescriptions will favor maintaining or en- 
hancing the natural setting (e.g., wildliie habitat, visual 
resources, recreation areas, etc.). Specific emphasis will be 
to enhance dispersed recreation opportunities, wildlife 
habitats, and related values (e.g., riparian, recreation) and 
uses. Necessary constraints, stipulations, and mitigating 
measures will be included to protect these resources from 
irreversible damage. 

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE 
COMMON TO ALL AREAS 

The management guidance common to all GRAS described 
in this section by resources and resource uses are not carried 
into the specific decisions in the GRAS. They are, however, 
of significant concern to the Bureau. 

In most cases, the common measures described for these 
resources and resource uses reflect Bureau policies and 
regulatory mandates and, therefore, will be the same 
throughout the plan. Some resources and resource uses may 
be partially discussed both in this section and under the 
GRA discussions as specific decisions. 

Climate 

Climatic variability throughout the planning area, and over 
time, affects the managementoptions for several resources. 
Climatic conditions will be monitored and analyzed when 
appropriate. For example, rangeland vegetation condition 
assessments will analyze both climatic and grazing manage- 
ment, and mineral development plans will analyze both 
climatic and mineral development reclamation. 

Air Quality 

Air quality degradation will be minimized through strict 
compliance with Federal, state, and local regulations and 
implementation plans. For example, air quality impacts 
from prescribed burns are liited by BLM Manual 7723 
(Air Quality Maintenance Requirements), which requires a 
state-approved open burning permit prior to implementa- 
tion. These impacts will be small in scale and dispersed 
throughout the planning area. Increasing off-highway 
vehicle (OHV) use in open areas might accelerate soil 
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erosion and increase fugitive dust emissions; however, dust 
suppression control devices would not be practical. Addi- 
tional management activities include monitoring, analysis, 
and impact mitigation on a project-specific basis, which will 
ensure compliance with applicable regulations and im- 
plementation plans. 

Soils 

Surface-disturbing activities, including grazing, mineral 
development, forest and woodland harvest, and OHV use, 
might cause a very slight loss of watershed values 
throughout the planning area during the life of the plan. 
Allotment grazing adjustments and standards with stipula- 
tions for other resource actions will decrease erosion and 
potentially enhance watershed characteristics for a net 
watershed value increase. Construction of transmission and 
communication facihties’in designatedutility corridors and 
communication sites might adversely affect soil on a short- 
term basis with very insignificant effects overall. 

Water Resources : . . I 

Legal rights through the state water court system will be 
acquired to use water in support of BLM programs, includ- 
ing the water needs,.of. BLM recreation areas and sites, 
commercial and concession facilities, special plant and 
animal habitat areas, state and local government recreation 
and public purposes lease areas, livestock management 
allotments, and wildlife habitat areas. 

Water quality wiIl continue to be maintained or improved in 
accordance with state and Federal standards. BLM wilI 
consult the appropriate state agencies on proposed projects 
that could significantly affect water quality. Management 
actions on BLM-administered land within municipal water- 
sheds will continue to be designed to protect water quality 
and quantity. 

The Bureau water use inventory and water rights program 
within the planning area will continue to be implemented. 
As new projects are completed and old ones are main- 
‘tained, re-evaluating and updating will be required. 

Monitoring selected ground water and surface water sta- 
tions will be continued in cooperation with USGS. Potential 
impacts to surface water resources are not as critical nor 
probable as to ground water resources. 

In the event that reaches of the lower Rio Grande River are 
designated for. special management under.theNational wild 
arid Scenic Rivkrs Act; no Federal claims for instream flows 
are anticipated; however, an implicit Federal reserved water 
right is in the Act. Existing stream conditions are sufficient 
to satisfy the needs of any special management designation. 

Pending future designation, BLM may have to quantify 
needs and file in state water court. 

Watershed activity plans will be developed and imple- 
mented on areas where livestock grazing plan adjustments 
will not fully correct any determined water quality problem. 
Cooperative management within the range program and the 
watershed program in the development, implementation, 
evaluation, and modification of AMPS as affected by water- 
shed values will continue as a top priority. 

Monitoring and evaluation of water quality and quantity, as 
well as control of erosion and sediment production, wiII 
remain high priority management goals. Emphasis will be 
to continue all watershed activities that provide protection, 
maintenance, and enhancement of the watershed resources, 
including the support provided to other resource programs 
and activities. : , ’ 

The BLM in Colorado will continue to take an active role 
in the controi of nonpoint source pollution on public lands. 
BLM is an active participant on the state of Colorado 
Nonpoint Source ‘B&force and Agriculture/Silviculture 
Subcommittee. Through. these organizations, ‘BLM will 
identify nonpoint source pollution areas for the updating of 
the Colorado Nonpoint Assessment Report. It is the policy 
of BLM to protect, maintain, restore, and/or enhance the 
quality of waters on public lands. The implementation of 
best management practices will be utilized to help achieve 
this goal. Funds will be requested for planning and project 
implementation for nonpoint source control with emphasis 
placed on the priority watersheds identified in the Colorado 
Nonpoint Source Management Program report. Nonpoint 
source control projects will be implemented as funding and 
manpower allow. 

Geology, Topography, and Minerals 

Federal oil, gas, and geothermal mineral estate on both 
Federal and split-estate lands (Mineral Decisions Map in 
back of this document) will be open to leasing under stand- 
ard lease terms with the exception of the following nondis- 
cretionary closures: 

1. Fluid mineral estate (320 acres) within the incor- 
porated town of Del Norte, Colorado. 

2. Fluid mineral estate (16,794 acres) within the wilder- 
ness study areas (WSAs) are closed to oil and gas leasing in 
accordance with section 43 of the Federal Onshore Oil and 
Gas Leasing Refo& Act of 1987 pending a fmal determi- 
nation by Congress, as to suitability for inclusion into the 
wilderness system. The recommendation of the Canon City 
Final Wilderness EIS and the U. S,. Forest Service study 
identifies 3,300 acres as suitable for recommendation as 
wilderness. The remaining 13,494 acres were recommended 
for return to multiple use management and, therefore, are 



assumed to be subject to the applicable leasing decisions of 
this plan. No lands within a WSA, however, will be con- 
sidered for lease pending a final determination by Congress. 

Wilderness designation of 3,300 acres of BLM lands con-, 
tiguous to the Rio Grande National Forest will withdraw 
these lands from all forms of minerals appropriation subject 
to valid existing rights in accordance with Section 4(d)(3) of 
the wildentess Act. Such designation will not result in any 
significant impacts to mineral resources because of the low 
mineral potential of these particular lands. 

Other conditions for leasing, such as no surface occupancy 
(NSG) and seasonal stipulations, shown in Appendix C, are 
assigned as required by the management prescriptions; 
these special stipulations will apply to Federal surface and 
split-estate lands: The following fluid mineral estates \?lil! be 
subject to a no surface occupancy stipulation: 

” :i: The unincorporated town’of South Fork, Colorado (4b 
acres). ,a / 

I 2. The ,park site under recreation and public purpose 
(R&PP) lease to the city of Monte ,Vista, Colorado (360 
acres). 

I .  3. A portion of the Pike Stockade State Historic Park (&IO 
gc~~s). .I 

These lands and improvements have been determined to be 
incompatible with any form of surface use by fluid mineral 
operations. 

Resource information for fluid mineral estate, on which 
recommended stipulations are based, will be verified during 
review of applications for permit to drii (APD). Onsite 
inspection and consultation among BLM, surface owner, 
and operator may reveal that (1) the impacts addressed by 
the stipulation will be avoided and/or mitigated to an ac- 
ceptable level or (2) the resources of concern are not 
present. Based on either of these determinations by the 
authorized officer (A.O.), the stipulations can be waived, 
modified, or excepted without public notice other than that 
required in the APD process. Consultation with the private 
surface owner for split-estate lands will provide for con- 
sideration of private use of the surface to the fullest extent 
possible. If, after onsite inspection and consultation, the 
A.O. determines that conditions necessary to avoid impacts 
to private resources will adversely iinpactthe public resour- 
ces addressed by the lease stipulation, such impacts will be 
‘assessed. If, based on such. an assessment,‘the A:O. makes i * : . 
a decision to substantially change’or’%ive one or more 
‘Stipulation, a 30-day public review p&rjod will be provided 
“m addition to the public notice period required under nor- 
‘hii APD review process. .“’ ” ‘.j’ . . .,.. 
(., ,b . . . . ,-.. _ (.‘. , :, *z-i. _., .-. : ) : 

“Based on past exploration and’futu‘;e projections concern- 
ing fluid mineral activity, the reasonably foreseeable level of 

Overall objectives will be to move toward good condition 
(late seral stage) based on site potential using grazing 
management. If necessary, vegetation manipulation prac- 
tices or other techniques will also be used to aid in ac- 
complishing this. Specific desired plant communities will be 
described in activity plans, if necessary, and in most cases 
will be a diversecOmn&ity of grasses,‘shrubs, arid forbs. ’ ,‘!... . 

Overall trend, condition, and forage production will be 
expected to improve. Soil-disturbing activities will be 
mitigated with standard operating practices for rehabilita- 
tion of disturbed sites and grazing allotment adjustments. 
Manipulation of vegetation, although not proposed, will 
involve mechanical, chemical, and fire practices. Site- 
specific planning and any needed NEPA documentationwih 
be accomplished if a proposal were made during the life of 
this land use plan. Ecological site determinations will be 
completed for the planning area, which will include site- 
specific vegetative resource measures for all resource ac- 
tions. Maintenance, improvement, and/or replacement of 
the vegetation resource would continue to be a priority 
concern in all actions. 

Livestock Grazing Management 

Overall livestock grazing management reflects the 1978 San 
Luis Grazing Environmental Statement, which this docu- 
ment replaces. Livestock grazing will be managed on the 149 
allotments or approximately 474,000 acres currently being 
grazed, and approximately 32,400 AUMs will be authorized 
annually for livestock use on these allotments. Adjustments 
in the actual AUMs will be authorized and made when 
climatic or other conditions warrant a temporary increase 
or decrease in livestock use. Temporary livestock grazing 
will be allowed, pending an environmental assessment 
(EA), on any newly acquired lands. 

Presently there are approximately 42,000 acres u&lotted 
to livestock grazing of which approximately 13,000 acres are 
,presently considered unsuitable.,‘Livestock grazing will be 
allowed on suitable’lands as needed or’ requested. Other 
uses and conflicts will be considered prior. to’ authorizing 
:use. @ds considered unsuitable for grazing are shown on 
Map 2-7 of the draft RMP/EIS. , 1 

_ - 
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development within the planning area wiIl involve a maxi- 
mum of 10 APDs and 7 geophysical notice of intents (NOIs) 
per year. This level of activity will result in an estimated 40 
acres of surface disturbance per year. A description of the 
typical fluid minerals operation and standard operating 
practices employed in the SLR4 is provided in Appendix C 
and the Oil and Geothermal ‘I%chnical Report. 

Vegetation 
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The 36 allotment management plans (AMPS) not imple- 
mented will continue to be reviewed and implemented as 
appropriate. The 59 AMPS currently fully implemented will 
be continued as necessary to meet present and future objec- 
tives. 

Typical range improvements are listed in AppendiD of this 
document. The extent, location, and timing of such improve- 
ments are described in AMPS. The highest priority for 
implementation generally will be assigned to those improve- 
ments for which total anticipated benefits exceed costs. 
Funding would be from contributions from various sources 
including operators and BLM. 

New range improvements will be constructed if needed to 
achieve AMP objectives and/or implement the ,grazing 
management programs prescribed in the AMPS. Manipula- 
tion of vegetation can be used if needed to meet manage- 
ment objectives. 

All’grazing allotments in the planning area have been as- 
signed to one ,of three management categories. The “M” 
category allotments generally will be managed to sustain 
current satisfactory resource conditions; “I” allotments 
generally will be managed to improve resource conditions; 
and “c” allotments will receive custodial management for 
existing resource values. These categories are based on the 
allotment resource characteristics, potential opportunities, 
and needs. Appendix D of this document shows the specific 
allotments and categories. Allotments may be moved from 
one category to another as new information becomes avail- 
able, resource conditions change, or management activities 
are implemented. Changes wiI1 be documented showing the 
basis for the change. 

Monitoring studies will be continued or established on all 
allotments. Allotment categorization will determine the 
monitoring intensity with the “I” category receiving the 
highest intensity of monitoring studies. The specific type of 
studies will be determined by the AMP objectives. As a 
minimum, condition and trend studies will be established in 
accordance with the Public Rangeland Irnprovemen$AcC of 
1978. 

If monitoring studies show that livestock use changes are 
necessary to achieve established management objectives, 
corrective action will be taken. Livestock use adjustments 
are most often made by changing one or more of the follow- 
ing: class of livestock, season of use, stocking rate, or the 
grazing management system. Although most livestock use 
adjustments will occur in the “I” allotments, use adjustments 
could occur in the “C” and “M” allotments. Changes can be 
made with an EA and AMP revision. :.a 

Types of grazing systems to be implemented are described 
in Appendix D of this ~document and are normally imple- 
mented by an AMP; however, they might be incorporated 
in a coordinated resource management activity plan 

(CRMAP). AMPS are generally prepared in consultation, 
cooperation, and coordination with the permittee and other 
affected interested parties to meet multiple use and land use 
plan objectives. Permittee requested changes on current 
grazing management could be made with an EA. 

Wildlife and Fish Habitat Manage- 
ment 

All BLM lands (520,677 acres) will be considered for 
protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat values. 
Monitoring of the Blanca and ‘I&Me Mountain Habitat 
Management Areas and crucial big game winter range, 
birthing areas, and raptor sites will continue. 

Existing stream fisheries will be maintained. Improvements 
in condition and stability will be accomplished through the 
riparian programs where the potential exists. Cooperative 
agreements for wildlife habitat management projectswill be 
pursued with other state and Federal agencies and other 
interested individuals. 

Supplemental releases and re-introduction of native or 
naturalized fish and wildlife species (excluding Federal or 
state listed endangered, threatened, candidate, or sensitive 
species) could be authorized by the manager following 
environmental analysis. 

Lands and Realty Management 

Lands actions (e.g., sale, exchange, recreation and public 
purpose leases, etc. ) on BLM-administered lands are 
generally initiated by the public and on an infrequent basis. 
Most of these lands in the SLRA (see Realty Action 
Decisions Map in the back of this document) are in large 
blocks and have important resource values. Most of these 
lands, therefore, will continue to be administered by BLM, 
and only a small portion will be considered for disposal. 

Lands have been placed in two categories: 

Category I lands will be disposal tracts. These tracts (5,300 
acres) are shown on the Realty Action Decisions Map in the 
back of this document. Although these lands meet. the 
criteria for public sale consistent with the provisions of 
Section 203 of FLPMA, other methods of disposal will not 
be precluded. Land acquisitions will generally not be con- 
sidered in these areas. 

Category II lands will be available’for disposal on a case-by- 
case basis for the purpose of minor boundary adjustments 
on lands administered by BLM, enhance public resource 
values, state indemnity selections, Recreation- and Public 
Purposes Act applications, or other appropriate statutory 
authority, if disposal serves the national interest. Land ac- 
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quisitions will be considered in’these areas; however, 
land exchanges are the preferred method for ownership 
adjustments. Exchanges will be considered in these areas if 
the exchange results in a consolidated land ownership pat- 
tern, improved manageability of natural resources, or other- 
wise will be in the public interest. All land actions in this 
category will be consistent with the provisions of FLPMA. 

Acquisition of lands will also result in a consolidated land 
ownership pattern, improved manageability of natural 
resources, protection or enhancement of sensitive resour- 
ces (e:g., special plant and animal values, crucial wildlife 
winter range, riparian areas, public commercial timber, 
grazing, minerals, etc.), and enhancement of other BLM- 
administered land values. Acquisition zones (Realty Action 
Decisions Map in the back of this document) are non- 
Federal land and have been identified for acquisition only 
from;willing land,owners or agencies by exchange or pur- 
chase at ,fair market value to satisfy public interests pre- 
vrously noted. 

Wilderness Management 

The WSAs will be managed under BLM Interim Manage- 
ment Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness 
Review (IMP) .until Congress makes a decision on wilder- 
ness recommendations in the Canon City District. In ac- 
cordance with Section 603 of FLPMA, BLM is required to 
manage all identified wilderness study areas under the non- 
impairment mandate. This mandate restricts any 
uses/development of the WSAs, which would make them 
unsuitable for wilderness designation. Valid existing rights 
must be recognized and are an exception to the nonimpair- 
ment mandate. Those grazing, mining, and mineral leasing 
uses existing when FLPMA was approved on October 21, 
1976, may continue in the same manner and degree as on 
that date, even if the use will impair wilderness suitability. 

Mining operations occurring as of October 21, 1976, may 
continue in the same manner and degree as long as they do 
not cause unnecessary or undue degradation. Mining 
operations proposed after this date, however, are subject to 
the nonimpairment requirements for all operations 
proposed. 

An interagency agreement between the U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) and BLM dated February20,1981, provided for the 
joint study of adjoining areas and designated the USFS’as 
the lead agency in the study. A proposal has been made to 
Congress recommending 3,300 acres of contiguous BLM 
wilderness study areas (Black Canyon, South Piney Creek, 
Papa, @al, and Zapafa Creek WSAs) suitable for wilder- 
ness~desrgi$ion. In the event that Congress releases any of 
these areas from further wilderness consider&on, manage- 
ment prescriptions identified m this plan will be followed. .: 2. 
i 
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‘Bvo other designated BLM WSAs (Sand Castle and San 
Luis Hills) will be managed in accordance with BLM and 
congressional directives. These WSAs, which are not 
recommended by BLM for wilderness designation in the 
Final Canon City District Wilderness Environmental Im- 
pact Statement dated December 1987, would be returned 
to other multiple use management, as ACECs, if released 
by Congress from further wilderness consideration. 

Access and Transportation Manage- 
ment 

At the time the RMP is implemented, access and transpor- 
tation services will be planned in detail as a portion of an 
area-wide support services management plan (SSMP). 
Four-wheel drive use will be limited seasonally on 25 roads 
to protect muddy nonsurfaced roads. The specific dif- 
ferences in numbers, kinds, and lengths of transportation 
developments and exact locations and sizes of access needs 
cannot be described until the SSMP is complete. This plan 
will detail roads, trails, engineering requirements, acquisi- 
tion, withdrawals, points of access, etc., for final land use 
plan implementation. Specific access and transportation 
decisions, therefore, will not be presented. 

Historical Resources 

All 39 historical sites will receive minimal legal protection. 
Historical resources will be inventoried as appropriate, and 
clearances will be conducted on all sites with any proposed 
surface-disturbing activities. Measures designed to protect 
18 significant historical resources will be required in ail land 
use activity plans. The Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad, 
a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) site, will 
receive special protective management. 

Fire Management 

Any fire, including wildfires, occurring in the resource area 
will be suppressed. No conditional suppression areas with 
special fire condition values, such as ACECs or SRMAs are 
considered in this plan. ,This fire management decision has 
been carried into the RMP because of the extremely low 
historical fire occurrence and the low intensity of wildfires 
in the the planning area (i.e., 1.7 fires per lo-year period and 
less than 1.6 acres in size). This full suppression does in- 
clude the wilderness study areas, areas highly susceptible to 
soil erosion, special plant and animal management areas, 
and areas of critical environmental concern .within the 
resource area, This decision is consistent with the Canon 
City District Fire Management Activity Plan. The activity 
planwill be evaluated annually to determine whether or not 
changes are needed. * 
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Prescribed burn plans and necessary NEPA documentation 
will be written for areas requiring visual landscape or 
vegetation manipulation; however, no specific areas are 
identified at this time. 

Hazards Management 

Hazard sites/areas will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 
Management of other resources will always involve the 
needed reclamation of known hazard sites/areas as part of 
fulfillmg objectives for management of that resource. On 
completion of this plan, hazard reclamation activities for 
known sites/areas will be developed as a portion of the 
area-wide support services management activity plan. If the 
known hazard site is in or adjacent to an area where a 
coordinated resource management activity plan (CRMAP) 
is to be done, the reclamation activity plan will be combined 
with that CRMAP. 

Sites/areas from past mineral development, potentially haz- 
ardous because of high side walls, deep pits, etc., wiIl 
probably remain until the Colorado Mined Land Reclama- 
tion Hazard abatement project is completed. The goal of 
this long-term project is to eliminate the hazards of these 
sites/areas, and BLM will continue to fully cooperate with 
this agency in this effort. z 

The Bureau will continue to control trespass, dumping on 
BLM lands through increasing public awareness, signing, 
and monitoring. These reclamation activities will be detailed 
in the area-wide support services management’plan and will 
provide the specifics as to onsite closures, signing, site 
reclamation needs, etc., to implement hazard abatement. 

Special Status Plant and Animal 
Species 

. . 

Threatened and endangered species and sensitive species 
and plant communities will be inventoried and monitored 
as necessary to provide information for proper management. 

Supplemental releases and reintroduction of Federal and 
state listed endangered, threatened, candidate, and sensi- 
tive species will be enacted following environmental analysis 
and consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), the Colorado Division of Wildlife (DOW), 
Colorado Natural Areas Program (CNAP), and other af- 
fected parties. 

Waterpower/Storage , ,. 

.Those potential waterpower/storage reservoir sites under a 
land withdrawal-will continue to be maintained for water- 
power values. The exception will be the waterpower/storage 

site withdrawals within the 22-mile portion of the Rio 
Grande River Corridor, which was determined eligible and 
suitable for wild and scenic river designation. These 
withdrawals are recommended for termination if this por- 
tion is designated wild and scenic by Congress. 

Before any uses will be allowed that might endanger water: 
power values, an engineering evaluation will be prepared to 
determine whether the land has waterpower value. A letter 
will then be sent to FERC requesting their concurrence to 
modify or terminate the withdrawal to allow for compatible 
uses. 

Potential sites not presently withdrawn will be identified and 
restrictively managed for waterpower/storage sites. Un- 
necessary uses that might endanger the waterpower or 
reservoir values will be avoided. Before any uses will be 
allowed that .might endanger the waterpower or storage 
values, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) will be contacted to determine whether the site is 
still not withdrawn. Sites will continue to be identified, 
investigated, evaluated, and recommended for withdrawal 
as needed. 

DECISIONS . 

San Luis Area #I I 
Area #l includes all areas not designated as an area of 
special concern. 

This area includes all BLM-administered surface lands 
(389,297 acres) and subsurface lands (489,620 acres) out- 
side the other nine areas. 

Minerals 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

l-l: Application of seasonal stipulations on approximate- 
ly 342,000 acres from December 15 to March31 of each year 
to protect big game crucial winter range and eagle wintering 
areas throughout the planning area. Seasonal stipulations 
will apply from May 15 until July 15 on antelope birthing 
areas. Operations might be allowed in seasonally limited 
areas during these periods if no more than minimal distur- 
bance to wildlife.would occur. 

1-2: Application of seasonal limitations could be 
incorporated into authorizations, if necessary, to protect 
waterfowl nesting areas. 
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Land Use Allocation Decisions 

l-l: Oil and gas operations would not be allowed in riparian 
zones. , 

1-2: Federal oil, gas, and geothermal resources on 487,620 
acres or 99.7 percent of BLM-administered lands or 
mineral estate will be open to leasing. No surface occupancy 
(NSO) stipulations will protect 1,200 acres within the Pike 
Stockade/Monte Vista park areas, 560 acres of eligible 
NRHP sites, and 40 acres of the unincorporated town of 
South Fork. 

13: Federal mineral estate on approximately 483,980 acres 
(99 percent) will be open to entry and location. Mineral 
entry will be precluded on 1,200 acres within the Pike 
Stockade/Monte Vista park areas, 200 acres of U. S. Forest 
Service administrative sites, and 560 acres of eligible NRHP 
sites. ! 

l-4: Federal mineral estate will be open on 486,240 acres 
(99 percent) and will be available for disposal of mineral 
materials except in riparian zones. 

Management Action Decisions 

l-l: Require plan of operations for mineral development 
except casual use in the following locations: a) areas closed 
to OHV, b) acres designated for potential addition to or 
actual components of the national wild and scenic river site; 
c) designated areas of critical environmental concern 
(ACECs); and d) areas withdrawn from operations of the 
mining laws in which valid existing rights are being exer- 
cised. 

1-2: Continue to inventory mineral material disposal 
resources and develop appropriate common use areas and 
community pits. 

Paleontological Resources 

Land Use Allocation Deckion 

l-5: A collection area for invertebrate fossils near Clayton 
Cone will be identified and coordinated with the recreation 
program. 

Management Action Decisions 

13: Complete a site-specific management plan for the 
collection area near Clayton Cone. An-area-wide surface- 
disturbance development plan will be completed. 
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l-4: Continue to inventory paleontological resources and 
develop appropriate protective measures/stipulations for 
surface-disturbing proposals. 

Riparian Resources Management 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

1-3: Maintain approximately 1,400 acres of riparian zones 
in good to excellent condition and improve condition on 455 
acres. 

Protection measures will include, but are not limited to, 1) 
mitigation of impacts from rights-of-way and utility cor- 
ridors adjacent to or that cross riparian areas; 2) provision 
for no disposal of mineral materials in riparian zones; 3) 
limited OHV’designations in riparian zones. 

Enhancement measures will include, but are not liited to,’ 
1) increased emphasis on the acquisition program and allow 
no disposal of riparian areas except through land exchan- 
ges; 2) modified allotment management plans (AMPS) to 
increase emphasis on riparian resources; and 3) manage- 
ment of the riparian resources in the Blanca WI-IA to 
continue primary emphasis on wetlands management and 
waterfowl production. 

Management Action Decision 

l-5: Complete an inventory on an additional 1,413 acres 
with potential riparian values. If riparian values are present, 
the resource will be managed according to Resource Con- 
dition Objective l-3. 

Vegetation 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

l-4: Maintain the present good to excellent range condi- 
tion; move toward good condition (late seral stage) on the 
fair to poor condition range based on site potential. Specific 
desired plant communities will be described in activity 
plans, if necessary. 

l$ Allow vegetative manipulation such as mechanical, 
chemical, or fire practices to aid in accomplishing the over- 
all objective and the desired plant communities described 
in activity plans. 

Management Action Decision 

1-6: Continue the ecological site inventory to. provide data 
for existing ecological status and trend and aid in developing 
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vegetative objectives and desired plant community descrip- 
tions for activity plans. 

Livestock Grazing Management 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

l-6: Continue the 59 fully implemented AMPS, if necessary 
to meet present and future objectives, and continue to 
review and implement the 36 allotment management plans 
not implemented. 

l-7: Provide 40 percent of increased forage production to 
livestock grazing and 60 percent, if needed, to nonlivestock uses 
and needs (e. g. , wildlife, riparian, watershed, soils, etc.). 

l-8: Monitor all grazing areas and take appropriate 
methods to accomplish the following: 

1. Enhance riparian values in applicable allotments 
through proper livestock management. 

2. Ensure that livestock use will be appropriately 
managed to enhance the affected habitat where special 
status plants and animals are present. 

3. Ensure that other RMP objectives will be met in 
other allotments. 

l-9: Allow livestock grazing year around based on the fol- 
lowing criteria: 

1. Objectives of the AMPS, HMPs, CRMAPs, etc., are 
met. 

2. No conflict with crucial wildlife use or conflict can be 
mitigated. 

3. Early spring’use (3/l to 4/30) could be allowed for 
special management prescriptions. 

Land Use Allocation Decisions 

1-6: Continue authorizing approximately 32,400 AUMs an- 
nually for livestock grazing on the existing grazed allotments 
or approximately 474,000 acres. Refer to the draft RMP/EIS 
and Appendix D, Table D-l in this document for specific 
allotments. 

1-7: Consider allocating 1,500 AUMs for livestock grazing 
in the presently unallotted acres (approximately 30,000 
acres) that are suitable for grazing (see Map 2-4, draft 
RMP/EIS). 

Management Action Decision 

1-7: Construct new range improvements, if needed, to 
achieve AMP objectives and/or implement the grazing 
programs prescribed in the AMPS. Manipulation of vegeta- 
tion will be used, if needed, to meet management objectives. 

Wildlife and Fish Habitat Manage- 
ment 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

I-10: Manage the wetland component of the riparian 
system in a good to excellent condition. 

l-11: Manage streams to maintain the fisheries potential. 

1-12: Provide special management to improve the present 
acres of wetlands in the Mishak Lakes and Dry Lakes areas 
to the historical acres of wetlands. 

1-13: Maintain 48,500 AUMs for big game. Crucial winter 
ranges will be managed to sustain available winter forage 
for 17,600 big game animals. 

l-14: Plan implementation of construction projects for 
other resource management programs at times of the year 
compatible with wildlife. 

Land Use Allocation Decision 

l-8: Seasonal use limitations will be considered if needed 
on water bird nesting habitat associated with wetlands. 
Seasonal limitation could vary from year to year, depending 
on target species. 

Forest and Woodland Management 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

1-15: Meet crucial thermal and cover requirements for 
wildlife during harvest of productive forest lands and 
operable woodlands. 

l-16: Allow small timber operations (i.e., 80 acres or less) 
during the winter months provided there will be only mini- 
mal impacts to wintering big game herds. The impact 
analysis for proposed timber sales will consider not only 
BLM-administered lands, but also adjacent USES lands 
with approved prescriptions in the Rio Grande Forest 
Management Plan. 

l-17: Harvest 185 Mbf from a total of 5,769 acres of 
operable commercial forest lands annually during the life of 
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the plan. Thirty-four acres of CFL will be replaced annually 
through regeneration harvest. Harvest 477 cords of fuel- 
wood (11,992 acres of productive operable woodlands) 
during the life of the plan or 53 acres annually. 

Land Use Allocation Decision 

1-9: Allow harvesting in any area consistent with activity 
plans and RMP decisions. 

Lands and Realty Management 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

1-18: Establish priority for access using the following 
criteria: 

1. Access easements that will jointly benefit BLM and 
other resource agency programs.’ 

2. Access needs identified in coordinated resource 
management activity plans (CRMAP). 

3. Scenic/recreational access easements along river cor- 
ridors for recreation, wildlife, riparian, and other 
resource values. 

4. Other access needs based on the following: a) resource 
values (quantity and quality); b) potential for closure to 
the public; c) resource conflict mitigation; d) public 
demand and BLM administrative needs; e) configuration 
(size, shape and amount of public land); f) proximity to 
population centers; and g) proximity to major travel 
routes. 

1-19: Promote maximum utilization of existing ROWS, in- 
cluding joint use when possible. 

l-20: Emphasize retention and management of the majority 
(probably more than 95 percent) of BLM-administered 
lands in the planning area. 

1-21: The priority criteria for acquisitions of new lands are: 
1) riparian (e.g., wetlands, perennial streams, etc.); 2) 
habitat for special status animal species and areas with 
special status plant species; 3) recreation use sites adjacent 
to water areas; 4) wildlife habitat; 5) access; and 6) lands to 
improve overall manageability. Some potential zones of 
acquisitions have been tentatively identified on the Realty 
Action Decisions Map at the back of this document. 

l-22: Land disposal of the scattered parcels in the San Luis 
Lakes and Mishak Lakes area will be limited to agencies or 
entities (Colorado Division of Parks and Outdoor Recrea- 
tion, Colorado Division of Wildlife, Trout Unlimited, U.S. 

Proposed Resource Management Plan 

Fish & Wildlife Service, Nature Conservancy, National Park 
Service, etc.) with an interest in the maintenance or enhan- 
cement of the potential riparian/wetland values. 

Land Use Allocation Decisions 

l-10: Land disposals will occur under the Category I 
criteria. Disposal of approximately5,300 acres shown on the 
realty map in the back of the document will occur through 
sales or other methods. 

l-11: Land disposals can occur through other methods 
under Category II criteria. Approximately 352,000 acres, 
shown on the realty map in the back of this document, will 
be available for potential disposal if it is determined to be 
in the public interest. Category II lands, if reviewed on a 
case-by-case basis and determined to meet Section 203 
criteria and would serve the public interest, could also be 
available for sale. 

1-12: Land disposal will not occur in the designated 
ACECs, WSAs, and SRMAs within the planning area; 
disposal of lands with riparian values will only be allowed 
through exchange, unless excepted in other decisions. 

1-13: Existing withdrawals will be retained. 

l-14: New withdrawals will be recommended to protect the 
five NRHP sites (approximately 560 acres). 

1-15: Utility corridor routes, identified by the Western 
Utility Group (WUG) and included in the Rio Grande 
Forest Plan, are adopted with three exceptions. 

1. No utility corridor from the Poncha Pass corridor west 
to Middle Creek (near Saguache) to Del Norte. This area 
has many acres of crucial winter wildlife habitat, is highly 
scenic, and is an important dispersed recreation area. Any 
expansion of utility use in the Poncha Pass corridor will 
be analyzed thoroughly under the NEPA process. 

2, No utility corridor from New Mexico State line up 
along the Rio Grande River to Alamosa. Future power- 
lines proposed into Colorado from New Mexico will be 
routed outside the Rio Grande River Corridor. 

3. No major utility corridors will be allowed in existing 
ACECs. 

l-16: Any impacts from ROWS adjacent to or that cross 
riparian areas will be mitigated. 

l-17: All other BLM lands will be open to rights-of-way for 
other utility lines, roads, etc. , and each will be evaluated on 
a case-by-case basis for alignment and mitigation stipula- 
tions. 
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Chapter 3 

Management Action Decision 

l-8: Identify and designate access corridors through BLM- 
administered lands at the time the support services manage- 
ment plan (SSMP) is completed. 

Recreation Management 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions, 

l-23: Allow continued dispersed recreational oppor- 
tunities on BLM-administered lands. 

l-24: Provide special management in areas with significant 
recreation potential and increased use; e.g., Penitente 
Canyon, Zapata Falls, etc. 

Land Use Allocation Decisions 

l-18: ‘Ikro areas of special concern are designated within 
area #l; the Penitente Canyon Special Recreation Manage- 
ment Area (7,529 acres) and the Zapata Falls Special 
Recreation Management Area (6,302 acres). These 13,831 
acres will be managed for intensive recreation. 

1-19: A total of 375,466 acres of BLM-administered lands 
will be managed for extensive recreation in area #l. 

l-20: The majority of BLM-administered land in area #l 
will be designated as open or limited (seasonal, designated 
roads and trails, etc. ) to vehicular travel. The public will be 
encouraged through an awareness program to stay on roads 
to protect environmental values. The only areas closed to 
vehicular travel will be the recommended wilderness areas. 
Designated corridors that lead to U.S. Forest Service, state, 
and private lands will be identified in the SSMP for use 
during the limited period. 

1-21: Crucial big game winter and birthing areas will be 
designated as limited (seasonal) for OHV use. 

Management Action Decisions 

l-9: Develop public awareness and public interpretive 
programs to focus on user ethics, sensitive resource values, 
information brochures, signing, etc., for cultural, and 
wildlife, recreational opportunities. Provide dispersed 
watchable wildlife opportunity sites and sites to interpret 
special status plant values. These efforts will primarily be a 
recreation program, but cooperation from the other resour- 
ces will-be needed. 

l-10: Develop facilities in Penitente Canyon to accom- 
modate increasing recreation use, including restrooms, 
parking, and primitive camping. 

l-11: Develop an activity plan focusing on management 
needs to accommodate growing recreation use, especially 
rock climbing, but also protect resource values. 

l-12: Pursue acquisition of state and private lands within 
the Zapata Falls SRMA. 

1-13: Develop an activity plan for Zapata Falls SRMA 
focusing on improved access to the falls and needed 
facilities including day use, interpretive signing, etc. 

Visual Resource Management 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

l-25: Manage visual resource values on public lands to 
conform to current VRM inventory class objectives with one 
exception listed in Land Use Allocation Decision #l-22. 

l-26: .Manage the Blanca Peak chaining, striving towards a 
class III objective. 

Land Use Allocation Decision 

l-22: Public lands to the west of U. S. Highway 285 will be 
managed according to VRM Class III objectives to allow for 
a major utility corridor. 

Historical Resources 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

l-27: Manage 18 historical sites on BLM lands for protec- 
tion from adverse impacts of other resources. 

Land Use Allocation Decision 

l-23: ‘Five eligible national register sites (560 acres) will be 
protected; e. g. , remain in public ownership, closed to OHV, 
withdrawn from mineral entry, leased with NSO stipulation, 
limit access for administrative use, etc. 

Management Action Decisions 

l-14: Prepare CRMPs for these five significant sites as a 
part of the National Register of Historic Places nominating 
process. They will be available for the following use 
categories: “scientific use,” “public use,” and “management 
use.” 

l-15: Prepare a valley-wide CRMP for the 13 sites (620 
acres) not eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) and manage these sites according to this 
activity plan. 
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Archaeological Resources I : ., 

Resource Condition Objective Decisi<in, i 

Proposed Resource Management Plan 

Waterpower/Storage 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 
i 

l-28: Manage all significant archaeological sites for protec- 130: Continue maintenance of the physical potential for 
tion from adverse impacts of other resources. the development of waterpower/storage. 

Management Action Decisions 

l-16: Complete specific CRMPs on those sites (i.e., Punche 
Valley, Dry Creek, etc. ) eligible for inclusion on the Nation- 
al Register, either as a national site, a national district, or a 
noncontiguous district. : ..> i 

1-17: Complete a valley-wide CRMP on those sites not 
eligible for inclusion on the NRHP and areas remaining to 
be inventoried. \” 

: I _> _ i. .*::‘.’ 

l-18: Provide selected parts of various sites for public 
education and scientific purposes as specified in the valley- 
wide CRMP, a site-specific CRMP, or a CRMAP. 

Special Status Plant &xl Animal “‘.’ 
Values 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

l-29: Provide management to enhance, recover, or re- 
establish special status plant and animal values. 

. . ” i 

‘. 

Management Action Decisions 

l-19: Evaluate and weigh potential waterpower/storage 
values of all sites prior to rejecting possible land acquisi- 
tions. 

l-20: Evaluate sites not withdrawn, and if warranted, pur- 
sue opportunities for acquiring the land and recommend 
any affected land for withdrawal. 

1-21: Develop measures to be included in PERC licenses 
to mitigate other resources in areas where other resources 
are in conflict with undeveloped sites. 
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Chapter 3 

Trickle Mountain Area #2 

All decisions under area #l will apply here unless other- 
wise stated. Area #2 contains 44,521 acres of BLM- 
administered lands. 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

2-1: Provide special management to protect and enhance 
special wildlife values (multiple overlapping and intensive 
big game winter use), other significant natural values, and 
special status plant values. 

Land ke Allocation Decisions 

2-1: This area, including the Ford Creek Riparian Area and 
existing WHA, will be designated as an ACEC. 

2-2: Five bighorn sheep lambing ranges and special status 
values (6,260 acres) will be protected by NSO and disposal 

stipulations. Other crucial wildlife habitat will be protected 
through no disposal stipulations and seasonal limitations. 

23: Application of seasonal limitations on timber cutting 
in bighorn sheep lambing range (6,260 acres). 

2-4: Application of limited OHV use, and all travel at other 
times will be limited to designated roads and trails within 
this ACEC and per the CRMAP The existing OHV plan 
will remain in place until a CRMAP is completed. 

Management Action Decisions 

2-1: Continue the riparian demonstration project on Ford 
Creek. 

2-2: Develop CRMAP emphasizing crucial winter and 
birthing habitats as priority objectives and addressing spe- 
cial status animals and plants. 
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Sgmd Castle Area #3 

All decisions in area #l will apply here unless otherwise 
stated. Area #3 contains 3,595 acres of BLM-administered 
lands. 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

3-l: Provide special management to protect the cultural 
and ecological resources within the Sand Castle area, with 
.emphasis on the 200-acre “Folsom” archaeological site. 

Proposed Resource Management Plan 

roads and trails identified in the CRMAP, which will also 
determine specific measures that may be taken to manage 
those potential impacts caused from OHV riding on roads 
and trails. Until the CRMAP is complete, travel will be 
limited to existing roads and trails. 

33: Locatable mineral entry will be precluded, and a new 
protective withdrawal will be placed on the 200-acre Folsom 
site in this ACEC. 

3-4: A no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation for fluid 
minerals management will be placed on the 200-acre Fol- 
som site in this ACEC. 

- 

Land Use Allocation Decisions .Manhgement Action Decih 

3-1: ACEC designation will provide protection for the sig- 
nificant cultural and ecological values. 

3-1: Complete a CRMAP for the area with emphasis on the 
protection of significant cultural and ecological values. 

3-2: The area is designated as a limited OHV area. ‘fkavel 
within the Sand Castle area will be restricted to designated 
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Chapter 3 

Bfanca Area #4 

All decisions in area #I will apply here unless otherwise 
stated. Area #4 contains 9,147 acres of BLM-administered 
land. 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

4-1: Provide special management to maintain and improve 
wetlands for waterfowl production in the area, maintain 
1,600 acres of wetlands, and enhance an additional 1,175 
acres of historical wetlands. Recreation emphasis will be ,. 
placed on warm water fisheries and watchable wildlife-re- 
lated values. 

Land Use Allocation Decisions 

4-1: The area is designated as an area of critical environ- 
L mental concern (ACEC) and a special recreation manage- 
ment area (SRMA). This areawill be managed with a strong 
emphasis on wildlife management and public recreation 
opportunities. Recreation objectives for the Blanca SRMA 
will be to enhance opportunities for fishing, viewing wildlife, 
waterfowl hunting, upland game hunting, and other day-use 

recreation. Since recreation opportunities are dependent 
on wildlife values, these ,values will be enhanced ‘and 
protected. 

4-2: Locatable mineral entry will be precluded in this area. 

43: Limited OHV designations (seasonal limitations and 
travel restricted to designated roads and trails as per the 
CRMAP) will maintain and protect significant values. Until 
the CRMAP is complete, travel will be limited to existing 
roads and traits. 

4-4: Protect waterfowl nesting and water bird nesting 
habitat in the ACEC with seasonal limitations from 
February 15 to July 15. 

Management Action Decision 
/I., 

4-1: Complete ‘a ‘CRMAP’ with specific emphasis on 
blending the existing Blanca HMP into the additional 
recreational objectives now existing for this area and open- 
ing a portion of the area for wildlife viewing opportunities 
during the limited closure. Recreation objectives will con- 
form to the existing site-specific guidance within the Blanca 
HMP 
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Proposed Resource Management Plan 

5-2: Liited OHV designations (seasonal limitations and 
travel restricted to designated roads and trails as per the 
CRMAP) will maintain and protect significant values. Until 
the CRMAP is complete, travej will be limited to existing 
roads and trails. 

Elephant Rocks Area #5 

All decisions in area #l will apply here unless otherwise 
stated. Area #5 contains 1,852 acres of BLM-administered 
land. 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

5-1: Provide special management to protect unique geologi- 
cal, scenic, visual, special status plant values, recreation, and 
other significant natural resource values. 

Land Use Allocation Decisibns 

5-1: ACEC designation will provide protection for the 
unique geological, scenic, visual, special status plant values, 
recreation, and other significant natural resource values. 

Management Action Decision 

5-l: Complete a CRMAP for the Elephant Rocks ACEC 
and address those special status plant values to be 
protected. Portions of the Penitente SRMA overlap this 
ACEC and these recreation objectives will be considered in 
the Elephant Rocks CRMAF! 
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Chapter 3 

Ra Jadero Canyon #6 

All decisions in area #l will apply here unless otherwise 
stated. Area #6 contains 3,632 acres of BLM-administered 
lands. 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

6-1: Provide special management to protect the unique 
special status plant values and other significant natural 
resources. 

Land Use Allocation Decisions 

6-1: ACEC designation will provide protection for the 
unique special status plant values and other significant 
natural resource values. 

6-2: Limited OHV designations (seasonal limitations and 
travel restricted to designated roads and trails as per the 
CRMAP) will maintain and protect significant values. Until 
the CRh4AP is complete, travel will be limited to existing 
roads and trails. 

Management Action Decision 

6-1: Complete a CRMAP for the ACEC and address those 
special status plant values to be protected. 
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Los Mogotes Area #7 

All decisions in area #l will apply here unless otherwise 
stated. Area #7 contains 33,456 acres of BLM-administered 
land. 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

7-1: Provide special management to protect and en- 
hance big game crucial winter habitat, birthing habitats, 
and special status plant values. 

Land Use Allocation Decisions 

7-1: &EC designation will provide protection for 
wildlife habitat, and this protection will be described in the 
CRM+? Seasonal limitations for development of the 
mineral materials during the winter months will also be 
included in the CRI$AF? 

Proposed Resource Management Plan 

7-2: Limited OHV designations (seasonal and’travel 
restricted to designated roads and trails as per the 
CRMAP) will maintain and protect significant values. Until 
the CRMAP is complete, travel +ll be limited to existing 
roads and trails. I ;, 

Management Action Decision 

7-1: Complete a CRMAP with emphasis on protecting 
special status plant and animal values and big game crucial 
winter and birthmg habitats as priority objectives. 
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Chapter 3 

San Luis Hills #8 

All decisions in area #l will apply here unless otherwise 
stated. Area #8 contains 28,713 acres of BLM-administered 
land. 

Resource Condition Objective Decision 

8-1: Provide special management to maintain and, if 
possible, improve condition on the existing acres of Plat Top 
Mountain wetlands, big game habitat, and special status 
plant values. 

Land Use Allocation Decisions 
,’ a., 

8-1: ACEC designation of the San Luis Hills area, including 
Plat Top Mountain,’ will provide protection for the sig- 
nificant natural values.’ .. 

.’ 

8-2: A no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation for fluid 
minerals management will ‘be placed on the 2,000-acre 
SPNM portion of Plat ,Top Mountain in the ACEC. 

83: The Flat Top Mountain segment (2,000 acres) of the 
ACEC will be closed to disposal of mineral materials. 

8-4: Manage 2,000 acres of the Plat Top Mountain portion 
of the San Luis Hills ACEC as an OHV closed area. 

8-5: The remainder of the ACEC will be designated as a 
Xited OHV area with travel restricted to designated roads 
and trails. Until the CRMAP is complete, travel will be 
limited to existing roads and trails. 

Management Action Decisions 

8-l: Complete a CRMAP for the area to protect the existing 
significant values. This may be comb.med with the one for 
Rio Grande River Corridor #9. 

8-2: Develop a research program for special status plant 
values. 

83: Consider a joint study and analysis effort between New 
Mexico and Colorado BLM to determine a recommenda- 
tion for the potential designation of all of the Rio Grande 
Corridor (57 miles in New Mexico and41 miles in Colorado) 
as a national conservation area (NCA). The area in 
Colorado will include all of the San Luis Hills ACEC and 
the Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC and other unique 
areas appropriate for designation. 
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Proposed Resource Management Plan 

Rio Grande River Corridor #9 sellers) or acquisition of scenic easements, which would 
allow landowners to retain title to the land. 

All decisions in area #l will apply here unless otherwise 
stated. Area #9 contains 2,640 acres of BLM-administered 
land. The 41-inile corridor contains 13,230 acres, which 
include BLM, USFWS, and private land. 

93: A no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation for oil and 
gas leasing will protect the wild and scenic values, birds of 
prey values, visual values, etc. , on the 2,640 acres of lands 
administered by BLM within the Rio Grande River Cor- 
ridor ACEC. 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

9-1: Provide special management for the significant 
natural/scenic/recreational values on 2,640 acres along a 
22-mile stretch of the river administered by BLM as an area 
of critical environmental concern (ACEC). This portion of 
the corridor will be managed for strict conformance to 
visual resource management (VRM) class objectives, and 
for protection of the extensive wildlife resources and the 
potential recreational opportunities within’this corridor. 

.>,; ,. 
9-2:‘Manage areas within the foreground area of the cor- 
ridor that are presently VRM Class III as VRM‘Class II. 

Land Use Allocatipn Decisions 

9-1: ACEC designation of the 2,640 acres within the 
Rio Grande RiverCorridor will provide protection for the 
significant wildlife’and,recreation values. 

9-2: SRMA designation of 4,595 acres along a 29-mile 
stretch of the river administered by BLM will provide for 
the intensive management of recreation. The various scat- 
tered parcels of BLM-administered lands along the river 
between the Lasauses Cemetery and the County Bridge will 
be managed for their recreation access potential and will be 
developed as a portion of this SRMA. Development of 
recreation sites will occur within these 29 miles. Manage- 
ment emphasis in the Rio Grande River SRMA will be to 
enhance floatboating, fshing, and other recreational oppor- 
tunities. BLM will acquire additional acreage and,access in 
these areas. Acquisition of lands or interest in lands within 
the SRMA will be accomplished either by fee title methods 
(i.e., land exchanges with or acquisitions from willing 

9-4: The Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC (2,640 acres) 
will not be available for mineral materials disposal. . 

9-5:. Locatable mineral entry will be precluded in this’ 
ACEC: 

9-6: The lower 41 miles (1,850 acres USF&WS, 2,830 acres 
BLM, 8,550 acres private), of the Rio Grande River ‘Cor- 
ridor have been determined to meet the wild and scenic 
eligibity criteria; 22 miles (2,640 acres BLM and 4,400 
acres private) of this corridor have been determined to meet. 
the wild and scenic suitability criteria. Segment A has sig- 
nificant manageability problems and cannot be considered 
as suitable. The river has been potentially classified “scenic! 
for the upper 33 miles and “wild” for the lower 8 miles. The 
river corridor contains significant values deserving of some 
enduring form of protection. This protection could be 
through wild and scenic river designation, national conser- 
vation area de&nation, or some other appropriate means. The 
Federal legislative process will determine the most ap- 
propriate form of enduring protection. In the interim the 
river corridor will be managed to protect the outstanding 
remarkable values. See Attachment 7 in Appendix A. 

9-7: The potential waterpower site withdrawals that 
presently exist within the Rio Grande Wild and ScenicRiver 
Corridor ACEC will be terminated if a wild and scenic river 
designation, or a national conservation area designation, 
etc., is approved by Congress. 1 

9-8: The BLM-administered lands within the Rio Grande 
River Corridor ACEC are designated as limited; OHV use 
will be restricted to designated roads and trails. Until the 
CRMAP is complete, travel will be limited to existing roads 
and trails. 
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Chaptei- 3 . 

Management Action Decisions 9-2: Consider a joint study analysis effort between New 
(I j , ( tL* (I_ Mexico and Colorado BLM to determine a recommenda- 

9-1: A coordinated resource management activity plan tion for the potential of all the Rio Grande Corridor (57 
(CRMAP) will be,completed for the ACEQSRMA portion miles in New Mexico and 41 miles in Colorado) as a national 

: 

‘! ,?‘~ 
/  

--- 

of thisriver corridor. This ‘site-specific-&MAP will ad- 
dress the .protection of .var@us. special .values within the 

conservation area (NCA). The Colorado portion of the 

corridor; e.&, special status phurt,ar$&&nal values, poten- 
corridor will potentially include all of the San Luis Hills 

:tial outdoor, recreation opportunities. and facility develop- 
ACEC, the Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC, and adjoin- 

-~iil+xils. 
.ment needs,,. riparian: values,. visual. resources, wildlife ‘. 

,i..’ 

values; etc., as well as the interim management for wild and : 
scenic river values. This CRMAP may be combined with the 
oneforSanLuis’Hills#8.. ‘ .- .‘. ” 
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Cumbres and Toltec Scetiic 
Railroad. Corridor #I 0’ ‘- ‘. ~ 

All decisions in area #1 will apply here unless otherwise 
stated. Area #lO contains 3,824 acres of BLM-ad- 
ministered lands. 

Resource Condition Objective Decisions 

10-l: Provide special management to the corridor for strict 
conformance to existing VRM class objectives. 

10-2: Protection of historical and visual values will be. 
emphasized in the CRMAP 

Proposed Resource Management Plan 

Land Use Allocation De&sibnG i 

10-l: Designation of the minimum necessary foreground 
.viewshed as an ACEC will provide protection for the unique 
scenic resources viewed from the tram. 

10-2: The ACEC will not be available for mineral materials 
disposal. 

103: The ACEC will be leased for fluid minerals manage- 
ment with a no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation. 

104 Limited OHV designation (seasonal and travel 
limited to designated roads) will continue. Until the 
CRMAP is complete, travel will be limited to existing roads 
and trails. ,( 

Management ActCon ;becision 

,-.l&lr *Prepare CRMAP for area with emphasis on protec- 
tion of unique scenic resource viewshed. - 
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Chapter 3 

.ACTIVITY PLANS BY 
RESOURCE/RESOURCE 
USE 

The following activity plans will be needed to implement 
decisions in this proposed RMP: 

Paleontology: An area-wide surface-disturbance and 
development plan and a site-specific plan for the one public 
paleo use/educational site near Clayton Cone. 

Riparian Resources: Site-specific planning as necessary for 
all riparian zones to modify existing habitat management 
plans (HMPs) or allotment management plans (AMPS) and 
to make site-specific input into various coordinated 
resource management activity plans (CRMAPs) for im- 
plementation of the RMP. . 

Livestock Grazing: In all pertinent allotments, modify 
and/or develop management AMPS. Make site-specific 
input into various coordinated resource management ac- 
tivity plans (CRMAPs) to meet thespecific decisions within 
the RMl? 

Wildlife Habitat Management: Site-specific planning on 
all intensively managed tidlife areas in Trickle, Blanca, Los 
Mogotes, and the Rio Grande River Corridor will be done 
within a CRMAP Special status species planning and input 
will be made into various CRMAPs and activity plans. 

Lands and Realty Management: Site-specific planning for 
‘lands actions, etc. , will be part of an area-wide combined 
support services management plan (SSMP) 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern: Site-‘specific 
planning to ensure that RMP decisions are implemented. 
Each ACEC will require a completed CRMAI? 

Historical and Archaeological Resources: Cultural 
resource management plans (CRMPs) will be done (e.g., 
Punche Valley, La Garita Creek, Dry Creek, etc.), specific 
input into a CRMAP will be accomplished in special 
management areas (i.e., ACECs), and one area-wide CRMP 
will be done on all areas not covered specifically. 

Fire: The existing activity plan will be reviewed and updated 
to comply with the RMP, which will occur at the first regular- 
ly scheduled annual review and update. Input into all 
CRMAPs will be done as needed. 

Recreation: Either a recreation area management plan 
(RAMP); i.e., Zapata Falls and Penitente Canyon, or 
specific input into a CRMAP for intensively managed areas 
(i.e., Blanca and Rio Grande River Corridor). 

Support Services: An area-wide combined support services 
management plan (SSMP) with other supporting services 
(i.e., access, transportation, cadastral, off-highway vehicle 
use, engineering, hazards, land ownership adjustment, 
recreation opportunity signing, off-highway recreation con- 
trol signing, monitoring, etc.) to fuhill resource manage- 
ment plan (RMP) decisions. 

Forest and Wo,odlands: Site-specific planning will be done 
as part of aCR.&IAP for Trickle Mountain. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED 
PLAN 

This chapter describes the physical, biological, and 
economic consequences of implementing the San Luis 
Proposed Resource Management Plan as presented in 
Chapter 3 of this document. Only resources and resource 
uses that will have consequences as a result of implementing 
the decisions within this proposed plan are discussed. 

Both adverse and beneficial consequences, based on the 
effects of the proposed resource condition objectives, land 
use allocations, and the management actions are discussed. 
Mitigating measures designed to avoid or reduce environ- 
mental consequences are incorporated into the proposed 
plan and this corresponding environmental analysis. Those 
identified consequences are considered unavoidable with 
the prescribed mitigation. 

ASSUMPTIONS FOR 
ANALYSIS 

An interdisciplinary approach was used in developing and 
analyzing environmental consequences. The general and 
resource/resource use-specific assumptions, which defined 
the parameters of the analysis within the draft RMPIEIS, 
are covered in the first section of this chapter. 

General Assumptions 

Implemented actions from decisions made in this proposed 
resource management plan (RMP) will be in compliance 
with all valid existing rights, Federal regulations, Bureau 
policies, etc. 

Implementation of the approved resource management 
plan (RMP) will begin 30 days after the approved RMP and 
record of decision (ROD) are signed by the BLM state 
director, and all implemented actions will subsequently 
conform to the specific approved RMP decisions. 

The life of the plan will be approximately 15 to 20 years. 
Changes or effects described during the life of the plan will 
be short term unless otherwise stated and will occur during 
or immediately following implementation of an action. 
Short-term impacts will occur over a 5-year period following 
implementation; long-term impacts will occur over a S- to 
20-year period. 

Analysis in the proposed plan is based.on the assumption 
that adequate finances and personnel will be available to 
implement the decisions of the plan. 

Effects, for the purpose of this analysis, are the net un- 
avoidable changes, impacts, etc., to a resource or resource 
use after mitigation. 

Only significant changes or effects, which vary by 
resource/resource use, are analyzed. Also, those actions 
with significant changes or effects that will subsequently be 
fully mitigated by existing Bureau and Bureau-adopted 
stipulations will not need to be analyzed. Fully mitigated 
effects will have no net adverse unavoidable change or 
effect. 

The stated net unavoidable effects will be monitored and 
continually evaluated during the life of the plan. Where 
necessary, adjustments in the actions will be made to 
achieve the minimum level possible of consequential effects 
based on the data from plan action monitoring. 

Effects from actions not covered in this plan or accompany- 
ing documents will be analyzed as needed through plan 
amendments/environmental assessments or environmental 
impact statements. This additional analysis will be done in 
accordance with Bureau planning/environmental guidance 
prior to BLM consideration for approval of that action. 

Resources and resource uses with insignificant net un- 
avoidable effects are analyzed in the management common 
section of chapter 3 and are not further addressed in this 
chapter. Those resources or resource uses include: climate, 
air quality, soils, water resources, geology and topography, 
vegetation, fire management, and hazards management. All 
other resources and resource uses are analyzed in this 
chapter of the proposed plan. 

Minerals Management Assumptions 

The reasonably foreseeable level of fluid mineral operations 
per year within the planning area will involve 3 to 10 applica- 
tions for permit to drill (APDs) and 3 to 7 notices of intent 
(NOIs) to conduct geophysical operations. This level of 
fluid mineral activity represents an estimated maximum 
disturbance of about 40 acres per year. 
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Geophysical exploration operations will be subject to rela- 
tively the same management decisions and subsequent ef- 
fects as identified for fluid mineral leasing and 
development. 

Although existing fluid mineral leases will not be modified 
by the decisions of this plan during the term of each lease, 
lessees and operators will be encouraged to voluntarily 
comply with such requirements if and when operations are 
conducted. 

Retention or disposal of mineral rights on BLM- 
administered lands identified for land ownership adjust- 
ment will be determined on a case-by-case basis. Disposal 
of, these lands with low-value minerals could potentially 
create a split-estate situation; i.e., surface estate separated 
from the subsurface minerals. Exploration :and develop- 
ment in these areas could cause some additional operational 
requirements; however, because of the assumed low- 
mineral values, the effect will be insignificant. i 

Paleontological Resources Assump- 
tions 
. . ._ 
Under current circumstances, paleontological resources 
will continue to deteriorate through natural forces, public 
visitation, and vandalism, if no corrective nor preventive 
action is taken. Pull compliance and implementation of the 
laws, regulations, and Bureau policy will be completed 
beforebeginnmg any actions resulting from approved RMP 
decisions; however, there will still be a net adverse effect to 
this resource. 

Rlparian Resource Management As- 
sumptions 

Riparian resource management will continue to improve 
within the planning area. Pull compliance with and im- 
plementation of the new Bureau guidance to maintain 
and/or improve current conditions in rip&an zones will 
significantly and positively affect this resource. Prior to 
implementation, all actions within riparian zones will be 
assessed for their effects on the resource. 

Livestock Grazing Management As- 
sumptions . . 

. . 
Current trends in livestock market conditions in the plan- 
ning area will continue for the lie of the plan. Livestock 
values will, therefore, fluctuate the same as at present. 

.: . . . . .‘ : 
Assessments of vegetative effects will be based on expecta- 
tions of normal,precipitation during the life of the plan. 

Long-term grazing use levels will be based on the effective- 
ness of the allotment management plan (AMP) process, 
through evaluation of monitoring information (e.g., utiliza- 
tion studies and actual use data) and modifications of those 
use levels as the need occurs. 

Grazing decisions in this PRMP replace grazing EIS 
decisions and range program documents (summary up- 
dates). These RMP decisions will be implemented after the 
approved RMP/ROD is signed. 

Wildlife and Fish Habitat Manage- 
ment Assumptions 

Any quality changes in big game and waterfowl habitat 
could cause an increase or decrease in those wildlife 
populations: A direct relationship exists between the quality 
(e.g., condition and trend) of wildlife habitat and the wildlife 
populations using that habitat (e.g., numbers of animals and 
waterfowl). 

Forest and Wopdland Management 
Assumptions 

Timber stand quality will continue to decline on old harvest 
areas, and pests and disease problems will increase if the 
infected residual-stands remain. Appropriate timber stand 
harvest and improvement (e.g., proper silviculture prac- 
tices) will enhance most other resources. Typically range- 
land resources (e.g., wildlife and livestock forage) 
will not be affected. 

Lands and Realty Management As- 
sumptions 

Land ownership adjustments (e.g., increases, and/or 
decreases in BLM lands) will be made. Preference will be 
given to those adjustments that will provide the most 
benefits to the public. This would be either public gains in 
quality of lands (e.g., gaining riparian zones) or in quantity 
of lands (e.g., land exchanges where more acres are gained 
than given). 

Various methods of land ownership adjustment will be con- 
sidered and will be accomplished according to PLPMA. In 
all cases, fair market value will be received for lands sold or 
leased for private use, and lands of equal or greater value 
will be received for exchanges. 

All land adjustments identified will be completed during the 
life of the plan. Also the adjustments will block up BLM 
lands through acquisition of state and private lands and 
disposal of isolated BLM tracts. 
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Reducing trespass on BLM land will be a high priority in the 
resource area. 

Concentrated areas with existing major utility lines are 
established as designated utility corridors in consult- 
ation/coordination with the Western Regional Corridor 
Study (WRCS). Future major rights-of-way (ROWS) will be 
restricted to these corridors unless appropriate justification 
is provided to do otherwise. Location of future major 
ROWS in specified areas will be confined to the area be- 
tween existing ROWS in the Poncha Pass to Saguache area 
in the WRCS Corridor A. 

Actions with site-specific impacts from development of 
facilities within communication sites, on smaller ROWS 
requested by the public, and in corridors (if designated) will 
be assessed in accordance with Bureau planning/ environ- 
mental regulations prior to BLM consideration for ap- 
proval. 

Wilderness Management Assump-. 
tions 

All the resource area WSAs will be managed under BLIvI 
Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands 
Upder Wilderness Review (IMP) until Congress makes a 
-decision on wilderness designations within the district. Any 
WSAs released by Congress from wilderness consideration 
will be returned to other multiple use management for 
BLM-administered lands as prescribed in this plan. 

An interagency agreement between the U.S. Forest Service 
and BLM dated February 20,1981, provided for the joint 
study of adjoining wilderness areas and designated the 
forest service as the lead agency in the study. A proposal has 
been made to Congress recommending 3,300 acres of con- 
tiguous BLM study areas (Black Canyon, South Piney 
Creek, Papa Keal, and Zapata Creek) suitable for wilder- 
ness designation. 

Designated wilderness areas bordering national forest and 
national park lands will be managed in cooperation wit4 
those adjacent responsible agencies through actions such as 
cooperative agreement. 

Areas of Critical Environmental Con- 
cern Assumptions 

All areas considered for wilderness (e.g., initial study areas) 
and those now designated for wilderness study (e.g., wilder- 
ness study. areas) have some special values and,,therefore, 
,were considered in. the nomination process, as potential 
fareas of critical environmental concern.(ACECs). In addi- 
tion to the 7 areas considered for wilderness values, 15 other 
sites were nominated, evaluated, and screened for recom- 

Consequences of Proposed Plan’ 

mendation as ACECs in this plan. ‘I& of the 22 areas were 
determined to meet the Bureau ACEC screening criteria 
and were analyzed in the draft RMP/draft EIS. Future areas 
may be nominated, screened, and recommended. An 
EA/plan amendment will be prepared for future designated 
areas. 

Access and Transportation Manage- 
ment Assumptions 

Acquisition of all identified access proposals will improve 
administration of resource programs. Also BLM collector 
and local roads will continue to be maintained, and BLM! 
resource roads will not be routinely maintained. An active 
signing/barricading program will also be implemented on 
road closures and problem areas. ., 

Recreation Management Assump- 
tions 

Based on documentation in the Colorado Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan (CORP), visitor use on BLM 
lands is expected to significantly increase over present rates. 
New technology will result in growth of activities, which 
cannot be anticipated (e.g., rock climbing.) / 

Visual Resource Management As- 
sumptions ’ 

All actions will be guided by BLM visual resource manage- 
ment class objectives. 

Historical Resources Assumptions 

Under current circumstances, historical resources will con- 
tinue to deteriorate through natural forces and from public 
use and vandalism if no corrective nor preventive action is 
taken. Clearance will be required pursuant to 36 CFR 800. 
Full compliance and enforcement of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (1966) will be completed 
before beginning any actions resulting from approved RMP 
decisions; however, there will still be a net adverse effect to 
this resource. 

Archaeological Resources Assump- 

Under current circumstances, archaeological resources will 
continue to deteriorate through natural forces and from 
public use and vandalism if no corrective nor preventive 
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action is taken. Clearance will be required pursuant to 36 
CFR800. 

Economic Conditions and Social En- 
vironment Assumptions 

The socio-economic analysis is adequate to analyze 
local/regional social and economic effects; effects on the 
BLM San Luis Resource Area management costs; and ef- 
fects on national values for recreation activities. 

Currently there are no up-to-date models specific to the 
economic study area (ESA) that could be used to measure 
total empl.oyrpe,nt..and @come changes for @is plan. The 
Bureau ‘of ,“Economic Analysis Regional zInput-Output~ 
Modeling System (RIMS II), however,.has,,multipliers for 
Colorado, which are used in this analysis. The expenditure 
data was developed from studies by the U.S. Fiih and. 
~d~~‘S6I~~a;;d other st;ciies for Coloradb (~ble’4-l‘ ’ 

and Table ‘4:2). Management will affect employment, 
population; and income. in the area. Most of the effects 
occur’beehuse~ of i&acts on the ranching sector, forestry 
secior,‘and,retail arid.service sectors. These economic set- 
t&s will be affected by changes in grazing,’ forestry, and 
recreation opportunities occurring from the land uses in the 
plan. The potential economic impacts are insignificant~as 

they relate to local and regional impact. Contributions to 
the ESA from recreation activities occurring on BLM land 
will be as follows: expenditure $2,177,870; output 
$4,608,373; earnings $1,498,157; and. employment 119. 
Recreation activity employment (119) in the ESA will be less 
than 1 percent change. The expenditures for recreation 
(e.g., transportation, lodging, entertainment, eating, and 
drinking) are changes in final demand. 

The expenditure data is used to measure economic effects 
on the ESA and national values are defined as the net 
economic gain from an activity Expenditures are important 
to local and state economies, but they do not reflect the total 
recreation values of the resource, which include the per- 
sonal benefits one receives’ from participation in that ac- 
tivity: Thus, ‘national ‘values measure ‘these additional 
benefits. For example, the net gain or national values from 
a recreation activity are what the recreator is willing to pay 
over ihkir’act&l costs to participate in the’activity. Net gains 
&&poii&+ed & ‘& &$l basis fbit& &l~& I ” t’ 

.;, ,,, .-,:I, ‘. 

These nationalvalues ‘are estimates, of “willingness to pay’ 
(wtp). Wtp values are’easy to .determine’when goods and 
services are bought and sold in well-defined markets. 
Recreation wtp values, however, usually have to be es- 
timated from secondary sources (Table 4-l). 

_’ ‘.‘.’ i ‘_ 

-Table 4-1 / 
DOLLAR VALUE PER RESOURCE UNIT 

Resources Unit Dollar Value 

Livestock 

I  

’ AUM 7&f 

Deer hunting AUs 47.86 

Elk hunting : AUs 137.22 

Antelope hunting , AUs 18.95 

Other big game hunting HDs 23.17 

Waterfowl hunting HDs 6.78 

Warm water angling ADS 3.76 

Cold water angling :. ADS 4.15 

Dispersed recreation use ‘RDs 3.55 
., 

Nongame use (nature study) ,’ RDs 8.58 

v The charge to livestock lessee is $1.54/AUM. 
Source: Colorado,BLM SAGERAM 1987 Price file. 
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Mineral values are also not considered. Mineral activity on 
BLM lands respond mostly to changes in market prices over 
time, rather than to changes in land management plans. 
Price changes in minerals or the amount of minerals that can 
be produced in the future on BLM lands cannot be 
predicted. Thus minerals are not valued for the trade-off 
analysis, but are considered during the decision making 
process. 

The BLM San Luis Resource Area management costs of 
$650,000 per year are not expected to change. The actual 
dollar amount may change because of inflation. In terms of 
1987 dollars, however, the $650,000 is not expected to in- 
crease. 

No significant population change wiil result from land use 
allocation. The impacts tend to be site-specific and cor&med 
to a particular type of user group. f&y decision will usually 
produce trade-offs with social advantages for some persons 
or groups and social disadvantages for others. 

Some resource products on BLM land can be valued; others 
cannot. Dollar values can be assigned to timber and other 
resources (Tables 4-2 and 4-3). 

All of these values were estimated as wilhngness to pay 
values. Some of the values were determined by observation 
of goods and services bought and sold in well-defined. 
markets. For example markets exist for grazing; however, 
other resources such as recreation do not have estabiished 
markets. These values were based on various willingness to 
pay studies, 

Examples of other benefits not assigned monetary values. 
include the value to future generatioris’of protection’and.’ 
preserving cultural resources, the benefits of maintaining 
viable populations of wihiiife species, and the satisfaction 
derived by those who do not have any intention of seeing ) 
these populations. .’ . 

,’ ‘, j, 

Table 

Spedal Plant andtAnima!,.Species 
Assu’mptiqns ‘. 

$ $l *es, full compliance with $&ion 7 of the Endangered 
Species Acf (1973) &ll be completed before invoking 
specific actions resulting, from RMP decisions. This reL 
quit-es ,mandatory consultation and coordination with the 
USPW and clearance of lands inhabited- by these species. 
Inventory analysis and monitoring will be done for special 

472 . 
ESTIMATED RECREATION NATIONAL ANNUAL DOLLAR VALUES BY 2007 

1 -. .’ 
Resource Value ,: Base Proposed Plan 

OHV ’ 8 .: 151,520 173,613 

Other Motor 
. 

,;8 ;. 71,360 85,578 
‘I 

Nonmotor 1o .I. ; 148,700 169,221 

> 
-’ 

Camping 6 ‘5q440 ;” 59,677 

Hunting - 70 986,300 l,ls5,070 

Land Based ti 196,j/J(j : -.- 228,237 

Fishing .. ./ 4.- l51,240 172,111 

Boating 13 16,380 17,753 

Other Water -. 8 58,160 66,186 

Winter Sports 18 ” 3,600 4,916 

Snowmobiling ,8 ” 4,240 4,825 

??a1 

Cumulative Increase from -Base 

Percent Increase, ,’ ,, ’ .: 
: 

1840.580 2.1377.187 1 -._ . 

296,607 
.I’ 

16 ” 
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Table 4-3 
ESTIMATED NATIONAL ANNUAL DOLLAR VALUES BY 2007 

Resource 

Recreation ’ 

AUMs 

Value 

8 

Base 

1,840,580 

259,200 

Proposed Plan 

2,137,187 

259,200 

Sawtimber Mfh 11 3,168 2,035 

Cords of Wood 9 5,102 4,293 

'Total 2,108,050 2,402,715 

Cumulative Increase 294,665 

Percent Increase From Base : l , : c ) _ ,' .:. i,i.- /i . If 
$;' . . 3 i .I ),.L_, .".I( ,,, -Ila*i.*: >:*, .?,, ._ 11, 

14 
..,L 1 1 

1/ See Table 4-1 
c. 

’ ‘: i .’ 
. ’ 
plant and animal species. Clearances for special plant and 
animal species will be completed for all proposed manage- 
ment actions. 

Waterpower/Storage Assumptions 

Waterpower/storage site withdrawals will continue to be 
made on sites that meet the qualifying criteria for water- 
power/storage. 

Location and evaluation of new waterpower/storage sites 
will continue and will be added to the inventory. Land 
acquisitions of waterpower/storage sites meeting the 
criteria will be completed as needed and subsequent water- 
power/storage site withdrawals will be made where ap- 
propriate. 

The analysis of consequences is presented by affected 
resource and resource use. If the cumulative consequences 
are not discussed, they are the same as the specific conse- 
quences for that affected resource or resource use. 

Minerals Management 

In this plan, 617,180 acres (99.5 percent) of Federal fluid 
mineral estate will be open for leasing and 3,620 acres (0.5 
percent) will be closed to leasing. Appendix C identifies 
proposed lease stipulations for resource-specific require- 
ments for stipulation waivers, exemptions, and modiica- 
tions. 
‘.,+‘*r- . 1 ‘ I * .,. g,:..~. 

Tables 4-4 and 4-5 list this acreage by leasing category for 
oil and gas and geothermal resources. 

As a matter of policy, fluid mineral operations will not be 
allowed within the 3,285 acres of riparian resources unless 
such activity could be fully mitigated to the satisfaction of 
the authorized officer. The implementation of this policy 
should not result in a significant impact to fluid mineral 
resources as all such areas are 300 feet or less in width. Some 
inconvenience may occur as a result of this requirement; 
however, no fluid resources will be lost. ’ 

Managing 6,260 acres of bighorn sheep lambing range 
under a no surface occupancy requirement will result in 
substantially higher (30 to 100 percent) drilling and 
development costs because directional drilling, if feasible, 
will be required. If for technological and/or economical 
reasons directional driig could not be conducted, the 
potential fluid resources within these areas will be foregone. 
The seasonal use restriction on 17,034 acres of crucial an- 
telope winter and fawning range will place a severe restric- 
tion on these lands as occupancy will be restrained from 
December 15 to July 15 of each year. Thii combination of 
seasonal use restrictions will only provide for occupancy 
from July 16 to December 14. The management of ap- 
proximately 342,000 acres, of crucial big game winter range 
and crucial waterfowl areas under a seasonal use restriction 
could result in higher exploration, drilling, and develop- 
ment costs in addition to potential scheduling problems. 

The management of 2,640 acres of fluid mineral estate 
within the Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC including the 
wild and scenic segment, 2,000 acres within the Flat Top 
semiprimitive nonmotorized area, 760 acres of NRHP sites, 
40 acres within the town of South Fork, 3,824 acres, in the 
Cumbres Toltec ACEC, and 1,200 acres within the .Pike 
Stockade/Monte Vista park R&PP sites will be undera:no 
surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation. This management 

. will result1 in substantial cost+increases, (50 to 100’peicCnt) 
for exploration and development because of the requie- 
ment to use directional drilling, if possible, to access the 
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fluid mineral potential of these areas. If directional drilling 
were not feasible, the potential fluid resource of these lands 
will be lost. 

All Federal fluid mineral estate will be available for leasing 
with the exception of the 320 acres within the incorporated 
town of Del Norte and the 3,300 acres of WSAs recom- 
mended for wilderness designation. Management of 
258,536 acres under standard lease terms will ensure the 
exploration for and potential development of fluid minerals 
from these lands. The management of about 342,000 acres 
under a seasonal use stipulation will result in higher explora- 
tion and development costs and scheduling problems for the 
operator/lessee. Any increase in exploration and/or 

development costs could result in a potential loss of fluid 
mineral production in the planning area. A no surface 
occupancy requirement on 16,844 acres for recreation and 
wildlife will result in substantially higher drilling and 
development costs or possible loss of fluid resource from 
these lands. The adverse impact of this leasing stipulation 
will be especially significant in this planning area because of 
the limited fluid resource information currently available 
and the inability to obtain such information because of the 
exclusion of surface operations from these lands. 

In this plan 601,443 acres (97 percent) of Federal minerals 
will be identified as open to entry and location and available 
for exploration and development under the general mining 

Table 4-4 
..I> .,, WNA.GS.ME,.NT OF Q!l. NW GAS LEASES BY ACRES : / : 

Management Category Nominal 
Potential 

Low Potential Moderate 
Potential 

Total Percent of 
Mineral Estate 

Standard Lease Terms 18,061 237,945 2,530 258,536 41.0 
I 

’ Seasonal Restrictions 70,230 251,350 20,420 .’ : 342,000 55.0 

NSO or Similar Constraints : 1,l55’ 15,289 400 16,844 3.0 

Closed 

Nondiscretion~ 3,620 1.0 

WSA lands’ 
” 

16,794 1.0 

’ City of Del Norte and recommended WSA lands contiguous to USFS lands. 
’ WSA lands pending Congressional decision 

Table 4-5 
MANAGEMENT OF GEOTHERMAL LEASES BY ACRES- 

Management Category Low Potential Moderate 
Potential 

High Potential Total Percent of 
Mineral Estate 

Open: 

Standard Lease Terms 

Seasonal Restrictions 

NSO Similar Constraints or 
; ;, 
c~os&j: -: ; i j; Ii : ,,z..! ,: , .s, .’ .s, .’ :, 
St;. )’ , :i . .I. I., ‘ill ..! 1 :;. . . ( f ., , f, 

~Nondiscretionary ~Nondiscretionary ‘j. : :. i .: .’ .’ ‘j. : : i .: ’ ,I ,I 
I I 

3 : 3 : :,: I. '.- :,: I. '.- . . . . I I 
3,62& /” 1.0 3,62& /” 1.0 

WSArec,rqmdndedi&k.~ 1 :;::‘,: ;1.’ ‘, WSArecommendedl&k.~ 1 ::I:‘,: ;1.’ ‘, :. :. 16,794 16,794 
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laws. The continuation of existing and new withdrawals of 
the Blanca Wildlife Habitat/Special Recreation Manage- 
ment Area (9,147 acres) and the Pike Stockade and Monte 
Vita R&PP sites (1,200 acres), as well as the U.S. Forest 
Service administrative sites (200 acres), the Rio Grande 
Wild and Scenic River segment (2,640 acres), six eligible 
NRHP sites (760 acres), and WSAs recommended for 
wilderness designation (3,300 acres) should not result in a 
significant impact because of the low potential of the areas 
for locatable minerals. Total acres closed to mineral entry 
and location will be 17,247 (3 percent). The closure of 2,000 
acres of OHV use and the designation of ACECs encom- 
passing a total of 131,380 acres of Federal lands will result 
in increased cost and inconvenience for mining 
claimants/operators because of the requirement for filing 
and approving a plan of operations. 

In this plan 599,371 acres(97 percent) of the planning area 
are open to the disposal of mineral materials with a mini- 
mum of timing restrictions. Mineral material resources 
from these lands will be available to private and governmen- 
tal agencies through sale or free use. The management of 
about 342,000 acres (55 percent) of the planning area under 
a season of use limitation could result in scheduling incon- 
venience and loss of mineral material resources. The cost of 
capital improvements, which cannot be utilized throughout 
the year, could result in the cost of production becoming too 
high and resource use uneconomical. Impacts from 
seasonal use limitations could be significant in the Los 
Mogotes and San Luis Hills area because of the moderate 
to high potential of these areas for cinders and the liited 
resource of this type available in the planning area. The 
following areas, WSAs (3,300 acres), town of Del Norte (320 
acres), Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC (2,648 acres), 
Cumbres Toltec Corridor &EC (3,824 acres), Flat Top 
Mountain (2,000 acres), bighorn sheep lambing area (6,260 
acres), and riparian areas (3,285 acres) are unavailable for 
mineral materials disposal. A total of 21,629 acres will be 
precluded from development. 

Paleontological Resources 

All’ the sign&ant resources, vertebrate and invertebrate, 
will be protected and developed for public education op- 
portunities and research. These significant locations will be 
retained in public ownership and closed to OHV, surface 
occupancy, and other physical disturbance. Offering a 
selected site (i.e., the Clayton Cone area) to the interested 
public as special educational and collecting areas will en- 
hance the overall understanding and protection of these 
resources. 

‘Ripariy Resources Management 
’ ., 

Riparian condition will remain ‘good to excellent’ on ap- 
proximately 1,400 acres. Management objectives to improve 

riparian zones will result in expected improvement in the 
vegetation condition on 275 acres. An additional 180 acres 
in poor condition will improve if both sides of the Rio 
Grande River Corridor SRMA could be fenced. 

Acquisition and development of historic wetlands, develop- 
ment of wetlands currently managed by BLM, and acquisi- 
tion and management of other riparian areas will increase 
riparian acreage. This will provide a more diverse and 
productive environment and benefits to all resource users. 
A net increase will occur; however, some wetlands in scat- 
tered tracts could be lost because of land ownership adjust- 
ments. Development of historical wetlands for wildlife 
habitat will provide an additional 1,370 acres of riparian 
vegetation. 

Any-large scale development of locatable minerals in 
riparian zones will cause a decline in condition. Increased 
recreation use and consequent OHV use will also result in 
a decline in condition where recreation use is concentrated. 

Inventory of an additional 1,413 acres will allow,for recog- 
nition of riparian values in future management actions. 

The 15-acre isolated tract on Kerber Creek will remain in 
poor condition because of limited BLM-administered.land 
and related manageability problems. 

Approximately 1,300 acres will be closed to mineral entry 
for locatable minerals because of protective measures for 
other resources (e.g., WSAs, Blanca WI-IA, Rio Grande 
River Corridor including the wild and scenic portion, etc.). 
The 43 CFR 3809 regulations will prevent undue aird un- 
necessary damage to the vegetation on the remaining acres. 
Losses of vegetation and a reduction in water quality will be 
expected, however, if any large scale development occurs. 

Changes in grazing practices will help improve 205 acres of 
riparian vegetation currently in poor or fair condition. Con- 
formance to most existing grazing management plans will 
maintain good or excellent condition on 1,400 acres. Incor- 
porating riparian objectives into allotment management 
plans will result in benefits to riparian vegetation on the 
uninventoried 1,413 acres. 

Development of historic wetlands for wildlife and fisheries 
habitat will improve and/or expand 1,370 acres of riparian 
vegetation in Blanca WI-IA, Dry Lakes, and Flat Top ponds. 

Emphasis on acquisition of riparian areas wiII be increased 
to enhance management capabilities by consolidating 
ownership and providing additional acres of riparian 
vegetation. 

Designation and management of the ‘Bickle~ Mountain 
ACEC, Blanca ACEC/SRMA, and Rio Grande River Cor- 
ridor ACEC/SRMA including the wild and scenic portion; 
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might provide an incentive for expansion and/or improve- 
ment of riparian vegetation in these areas. 

Development of new recreation sites will result in some 
permanent loss (10 to 20 acres) of riparian vegetation. 
Increased recreational .use along the Rio Grande River 
Corridor SRMA including the wild and scenic portion will 
cause localized disturbance from trampling and OHV use. 
Liited OHV designations on 3,285 acres will help prevent 
degradation in riparian zones. OHV limitations, however, 
are often disregarded, and new trails and roads could occur 
through some riparian zones. Since riparian zones are a 
focal point for dispersed recreation, as this type of recrea- 
tion increases, trampling of the vegetation and OHV traffic 
will also increase. Some decline in riparian condition will be 
expected in localized areas, especially where recreation 
receives special emphasis. 

 Protection ‘of ~~eorne multicaulis, which is dependent on 
saturated soils, will preserve small areas of riparian vegeta- 
tion. Enhancement of habitat for this plant will expand 
riparian zones by a small amount. Any improvement or 
expansion.of bald eagle feeding habitat will improve or 
increase riparian vegetation. 

Livestock Grazing Management . 

Forage production will potentially increase by an estimated 
10,000 AUMs on the allotted lands based on expected 
grazing management improvements during the 20-year life 
of the plan. These increases would be divided between 
livestock (4,000 AUMs) and nonlivestock uses (6,000 
AU@ for wildlife, soils, watershed, etc.), if needed. The net 
effect will likely benefit livestock grazing management as 
well as the nonlivestock uses within the resource area. 

During the life of the plan, there also could be an estimated 
30,000 more acres (of the approximate 42,000 acres of 
unallotted lands) that very likely will become suitable 
production acres. This potentially will provide for an ap- 
proximate additional 1,500 AUMs that will be allocated 
between livestock (600 AUMs) and nonlivestock use (900 
AUMs) with a net beneficial effect to livestock. This will 
occur after thorough vegetation resource base monitoring. 

Incorporating riparian objectives into AMPS could poten- 
tially result in additional limitations on livestock operators, 
increases in operational costs, and temporary loss in AUMs 
authorized. 

Seasonal limitations to OHV use on approximately 390,000 
acres (76 percent) and closures on 11,584 acres (2 percent) 
will reduce damage to vegetation and management 
problems created by use of roads in, the spring. 

Consequences of Proposed Plan 

The overall net effect to livestock grazing management in 
the resource area could be an increase of available forage 
by about 4,600 AUMs over the span of this land use plan. 

Wildlife and Fish Habitat Manage- 
ment 

Significant habitat quality increases will occur on 9,147 
acres as a result of intensive wetlands management on 1,600 
acres and the restoration of 1,175 acres of historical wet- 
lands within the Blanca ACEC. Numbers of water birds 
produced will increase significantly. Extensive management 
will improve conditions on 155 acres of wetlands in the Rio 
Grande River Corridor, Flat Tbp, Mishak Lakes, and Dry 
Lakes area. Interagency cooperation could restore 580 
acres of historical wetlands in the previously mentioned 
areas contributing-significantly in approaching the target 
numbers in the draft DOW water bird plan for the San Luis 
Valley. 

Allocation of 60 percent of the additional forage produced 
to nonlivestock use, if needed, will improve nongame 
habitats. Existing crucial big game wintering areas will be 
maintained or slightly improved. 

Minimized disturbance through restrictive use stipulations 
on big game crucial winter range and birthing areas, bald 
eagle roosting habitat, raptor nesting habitat, and water bird 
nesting habitat will decrease stress. Condition and health 
will improve and mortality and birthing losses will decrease 
for the affected species on approximately 342,000 acres. 
Other benefits include improved distribution and 
decreased big game utilization of adjacent private lands, 

Lambing range and 2,830 acres of raptor nesting areas along 
the Rio Grande River Corridor will be protected by no 
surface occupancy stipulations. Approximately 333,000 
acres of crucial big game winter range and 9,147 acres of 
crucial water bird production areas will be protected with 
seasonal limitations. NSO and seasonal limitations on cru- 
cial winter range will reduce stress on big game populations, 
thereby reducing mortality and fetal losses and improving 
the overall condition and health of the herds. 

The withdrawal on the Blanca ACEC will protect 9,147 
acres of wetland habitat. The withdrawal of 2,640 acres on 
the wild and scenic portion of the Rio Grande River Cor- 
ridor ACEC will enhance wildlife values, particularly raptor 
habitat. 

The exclusion of mineral material sales in the Rio Grande 
River Corridor ACEC (2,640 acres), including the wild and 
scenic segment, defined riparian zones (3,285 acres), part 
of the Flat Top portion (2,000 acres) of the San Luis Hills 
ACEC, and bighorn sheep lambing areas (6,260 acres) 
would protect the values on approximately 14,000 acres. 
Seasonal limitations would be placed on approximately 
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333,000 acres of big game crucial winter range and 9,147 
acres of wetlands. .These limitations would reduce stress to 
big game populations during the critical period of use. 

Restoration and protection of 3,285 acres of riparian habitat 
would provide additional forage and cover for big game, 
waterfowl, and nongame species. The prey base for raptors, 
and other predators would be improved. In-channel struc- 
tures and improvements would provide food and habitat for 
waterfowl, big game, and nongame species. 

Restoration and protection of 1,370 acres of riparian habitat 
will maintain the aquatic habitat in its present condition 
where the trend is stable. Structures placed in Ford Creek 
and La Garita Creek will improve pool/riffle ratios, stabilize 
streambanks, increase in-stream cover, and reduce chan- 
nelization, streambank erosion, and sedimentation on 4.0 
stream miles. 

Forage conditions on big game crucial winter range would 
generally improve with continued development of grazing 
systems and improved management practices. Conflicts 
would also be reduced between livestock and wildliie on 
crucial big game ,&int.er ranges. . 

Intensive grazing management on 22 miles of stream aquatic 
habitat will improve aquatic conditions as a result of im- 
proved riparian habitat along the Rio Grande River Cor- 
ridor ACEC, including the 2,640 acres within the wild and 
scenic river corridor. 

Both thermal and cover requirements for biggameon 5?769, 
acres of commercial forest lands will be maintained, and’in 
some areas present conditions will be improved withiqthese, 
stands..Seasonal limitations in bighorn sheep lambing areas 
should maintain present lambing levels. Limiting individual 
winter harvest timber operations to 80 acres or less. of’ 
cruciai winter range between December 15 and March 31 
should not cause major impacts to wintering big game. . 

Designation and management’ of Los Mogotes, T&&e 
Mountain, San Luis Hills, Rio Grande River Corridor, and 
Blanca as ACECs will have ,a positive effect on wildliie 
values.. ACEC designation of other areas (e,g., Ra Jadero 
Canyon, Elephant Rocks, Sand Castle, and Cumbres and 
‘Ibltec Scenic Railroad Corridor) will generally enhance 
wildlife values. Management under an SRMA designation 
on the Blanca ACEC and Rio Grande River Corridor 
ACEC will complement both recreation and wildlife. 

Road construction across’ aquatic areas could increase 
sepimentation, streambank degradation, and ,water 
temperatures and decrease streambank cover. i 

I 
Acquisition of additional stream miles of aquatic habitat 
will occur. Disposalof aquatic habitat will not occur except 
for lands within the San Luis Lakes and Mishak Lakes area, 
which would go to NPS, DPOR, DOW, and/or USFWS. 
Designation of Trickle Mountain, Blanca SRMA, and the’ 
Rio %rande River Corridor as ACECs will protect and 
enhance aquatic values. Closing areas along streams to 
OHV use will maintain or improve aquatic habitat. The net 
impact will be beneficial to aquatic habitat. 
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SRI+ designation for the Rio Grande Corridor will en- 
hance and protect 4,595 acres of unmanaged waterfowl and 
raptor habitat. Limited OHV designations (travel restricted 
to designated roads) will maintain existing habitat on 
131,400 acres. A limited OHV designation will reduce stress 
to wildlife on 342,000 acres during critical periods. Stress 
will also be reduced on wildlife on 5,300 acres, which are 
closed to OHV travel. Habitat destruction and the distur- 
bance and harassment of wildlife will occur on approximate- 
ly 173,400 acres of BLM land open to OHV use, which 
includes the remaining winter habitat for big game. The Rio 
Grande River Corridor SRMA includes the 2,640-acre seg- 
ment recommended for wild and scenic designation. 

Managing 5,769 acres (98 percent) of commercial forest 
lands for a sustained-yield, long rotation forest management 
program will result in offering for sale an annual harvest 
volume of 185 Mbf and replacement of 34 acres annually 
through regeneration harvest. A long rotation forest 
management program will allow for the development of a 
regulated forest with the older age classes possessing old 
growth characteristics. Natural components of the various 
habitat types will be maintained and visual quality objectives 
will be maintained more easily. Annual harvests of forest 
products will improve the existing age class distribution and 
increase growth rates by reducing impacts of forest pests 
and implementing intensive management practices. Species 
diversity will be maintained, and legal and physical access 
would be increased. 

Placer’ operations, which involve dredging, vegetation 
removal, and streambank disturbance, will have adverse 
impacts on aquatic habitat. systems. Water quality, water 
temperatures, bank and channel stability, and sediienta- 
tion will all be potentially adversely affected by these 
mariagem&it actions: ,” 
,’ .’ . _... ..:.. 

. ’ . . . . d . . . 
_. .,. c i-. 

Seasonal limitations on harvest in bighorn sheep lambing 
areas will reduce sale marketability on 335 acres of produc- 
tive operable woodlands and 85 acres of commercial forest 
land. The requirement to maintain adequate thermal cover 
on 17,761 acres of forested land will reduce the effectiveness 
of forestpest, control projects. ’ . ,, : . 

Forest and Woodland .Management 

Special harvesting techniques necessary to maintain the 
existing values,,m six ACECs will not reduce total ‘@al 
harvest volumes, but will increase costs for each’sale. 

,, : 
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anagement of wildlife habitat, ACECs, cultural resour- 
es, :and visual resources will maintain the commercial 
orest or productive operable woodland allowable harvest 
ase acreage. Seasonal limitations on harvestingwill reduce 
r preclude bidclmg on some tracts. Residual low quality 
nd pest infested stands probably will not be treated nor 
laced into productive management without a successful 
ale program and will result in reduced harvest levels. 

pproximately 345 acres of commercial forest land (CFL) 
nd 1,794 acres of productive operable woodlands (POW) 
re located in WSAs. Because of steep terrain, the 345 acres 
f CFL would not be included in the harvest base level even 

f the WSAs are not designated wilderness. 

our hundred and ninety acres ‘of productive operable 
oodlands are located in two WSAs, which have been 

ecommended for wilderness designation. Withdrawing 
hese’gcreswill reduce the annual harvest level by 27, cords’ 
3’ acres). A total annual harvest of 477’cords of fuelwood 
ouid be produced from 11,992 acres (53.acres annually) of 
roductive operable woodlands if the WSAs not recom- 
ended for wilderness designation are returned to multiple’ 
se,management. ’ !, ’ 

&& and Realty Management 

mphasis will be placed’on acquisition’of lands with sig- 
ificance for special plant and animal species, wildlife 
abitat, cultural values, riparian areas, public access, and 
ecreation areas (especially along the Rio Grande River 
orridor ACEUSRMA). 

cquisition could enhance forest and woodland manage- 
ent, livestock management, and minerals management. 

ands with special plants and animals, cultural values, 
ipaiian areas, public access, significant wildlife habitat, and 
ecreation areas will not be available for disposal unless the 
enefits acquired will equal or exceed the benefits lost. 
isposal of isolated tracts will improve manageability and 
erhaps enhance one or more other resources if disposal of 
n isolated tract will result in acquisition of a desired 
esource value. Exchanges will be used to consolidate large 
locks of BLM-administered land. t 

xistence of a few mining claims and the foreseeable level 
f fluid mineral operations may ‘be an insignificant impact 
 land disposal and rights-of-way routing. Eliminating 
ineral activities through withdrawals on the six ‘cultural 

ites;560 acres, will have an’insigruficant effect on mining 
ecause the six sites are withinlowmineral potential areas. 

ull ‘mitigation or re-routing- of rightsof-way for’ riparian 
sources will be an insignificant’econorilii: impact with only 

lightly increased costs. Impacts. from land ‘disposal will 
e insignificant to livestock operations on BLM- 

Consequences of Proposed Plan 

administered lands in the San Luis Valley. The majority of 
5,300 acres’ available for disposal under Category I are 
presently not leased for livestock operations. 

Land disposal will have a minimal positive impact to pay- 
ments in lieu of taxes (PILT) because disposal of 5,300 acres 
and potential acquisition of a much larger amount of land 
should increase PILT payments to counties over the life of 
the’plan. The net effect will be to increase revenues to the 
‘counties. All withdrawals for protection of wildlife habitat 
and recreation areas will be retained. All six cultural sites, 
which are eligible ‘for NRHP, will be withdrawn to protect 
these values. 

Full mitigatiorrof impacts will be necessary for the following 
sensitive resources: special plants and animals, wilderness 
and recreation areas, cultural, riparian areas, public access, 
visual, andwildlife habitat. * .. 

I *” .:._:. : 

Construction’ of rights-of-way during compatible times of 
the ‘year for wildlife could constrain development and in- 
crease the cost of some projects. Identifying 131,000 acres 
of ACECs as avoidance areas for major rights-of-way will 
not impact lands and realty management. The net effect of 
land disposals and acquisitions will have a minimal positive 
effect on special status plants/animals, wildlife, cultural, and 
riparian values. 

, , .I 

RGWs or corridors will be authorized iu 23,299 acres of 
semiprimitive nonmotorized areas. All other ROWS must 
be compatible with recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) 
guidelines. 

Designation of right-of-way corridors may result in in- 
creased impacts within the corridor because of con- 
centrated use; however, impacts outside the corridor will be 
reduced or eliminated. The net effect will be no impacts. 

Areas .of Critical Environmental 
Concern 

Wildlife, recreation, scenic, cultural, wild and scenic river, 
and other unique values will be given special attention on 
131,380 acres (93 percent) of the total 141,681 acres iden- 
tified for special management. These areas are Sand Castle, 
San Luis Hills, Blanca, Trickle Mountain, Cumbres and 
Toltec Scenic Railroad Corridor, Elephant Rocks, Ra 
Jadero Canyon, Los Mogotes, and the Rio Grande River 
Corridor ACECs. Special management to protect wildlife; 
recreation/ scenic, cultural, and other unique values on the 
remaining 10,301 acres (7 percent) will not occur. 

The: proposed :A&& that currently have other designa-, 
tions, such as the Cumbres and ‘Ibltec Sce.mc Railroad (a 
National Register property), will be designated ACECs in 
addition to their present designations. The use of the ACEC 
designation, however, will not affect prior status. 
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Recreation Management 

An NSO stipulation on the Rio Grande River Corridor 
ACEC and the SPNM portion of Flat ‘Ibp in the San Luis 
Hills ACECwill protect 4,640 acres from surface-disturbii 
activities. Mineral withdrawals on the Blanca and Rio 
Grande River Corridor ACECs and the Pike Stock- 
ade/Monte Vista R&PP sites will protect 12,987 acres from 
mineral entry. Mineral materials will be unavailable for 
disposal on the 2,640 acres in the Rio Grande River Cor- 
ridor ACEC, the 3,824 acres in the Cumbres and Toltec 
Scenic Railroad Corridor ACEC, and a 2,000-acre portion 
of SPNM on Flat Top (8,464 acres total). Anondiscretionary 
closure on the WSAs recommended for wilderness designa- 
tion will protect 3,300 acres of wilderness values from 
mineral leasing. .These acres will also be closed to disposal 
of mineral materials. .’ 

Intensive recreation management of Blanca, Penitente 
Canyon, Zapata Falls, and the Rio Grande River Corridor 
SRMAs will enhance recreation opportunities on 27,573 
acres (5 percent). Extensive recreation management will 
maintain recreation opportunities on the remaining 493,104 
acres (95 percent). 

Management of a portion of Segment A and all of Segments 
B and C of the Rio Grand River Corridor as an SRMA will 
enhance recreational’opportunities on 2,760 acres. 

Table 4-6 shows OHV designations by acreage and percent 
of planning area. 

22-mile segment of the Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC 
will reduce boating use, but will preserve the primitive 
setting. 

Additional public land gained through access acquisition 
and road development and improvement will increase 
camping, hunting, sightseeing, four-wheeling, snowmobil- 
ing, and cross-country skiing opportunities. Temporary dis- 
ruption of dispersed types of recreation activities could 
occur on 150 acres annually. 

Management of the Sand Castle Area, San Luis Hills, Ra 
Jadero Canyon, Los Mogotes, Elephant Rocks Area, 
Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad Corridor, Blanca 
Area, Rio Grande River Corridor, and Trickle Mountain 
ACECs will enhance and improve recreation opportunities 
on 131,380 acres. A primitive and wilderness type ex- 
perience will be potentially available on 2,640 acres of the 
Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC if designated as wild and 
scenic by Congress. 

Some minor affects on public land recreationists may occur 
from limiting OHV travel to designated roads and trails on 
BLM-administered lands within ACECs. Cultural and 
OHV conflicts will be addressed in detail in thesite-specific 
CRMAP for Sand Castle with emphasis on protection of 
cultural and ecological values. 

Significant recreational opportunities will be enhanced on 
Blanca, Penitente Canyon, Zapata Falls, and the Rio 
Grande River Corridor SRMAs. Wddlife related recreation 
activities in these SRMAs will be maintained. River-based 

Table 4-6 
OHV DESIGNATION 

Designation Acres Percent 

Open 

Limited 

- 

173,377 33 

342,000 66 

Closed 5,300 01 

TOTAL 520,677 100 

Enhancement and maintenance of vegetation condition 
within of 1,735 acres (54 percent) of riparian zones will 
benefit recreationists seeking scenic and educational op- 
portunities. 

_ 
Management of the Blanca and ‘Itickle Mountain ACECs, 
crucial winter ranges, birthing areas, and riparian habitat 
through seasonal OHV limitations will improve .oppor- 
tunities for hunting, fishing, and wildlife observation. 
Protection of nesting waterfowl and birds of prey in the 

recreation activities will be encouraged on 29 miles of the 
Rio Grande River Corridor SRMA. Protection of the semi- 
primitive character of Flat Top (2,000 acres) and the wilder- 
ness characteristics on 3,300 acres will occur. Dispersed 
recreational opportunities in the San Luis Extensive 
Recreation Area will be enhanced. L ’ ’ 

_ 

‘_ 
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Wild and Scenic River 

Designation of Segments B and C of the river (2,640 acres/ 
22 miles), by Congress as an element of the National Wild 
and Scenic River System, could have an overall positive 
effect on the San Luis Valley. If this designation were to take 
place, the corridor, with its significant outstandingly 
remarkable wildlife and other related values, would be 
maintained, and potentially enhanced, in perpetuity for the 
use and enjoyment of future generations. 

Designation of Segment B (scenic) and C (wild) would close 
2,640 acres to surface mineral development. Since the area 
is low in mineral potential and the physical configuration of 
the unit is narrow, adverse impacts of designation .on 
mineral development will be minimal. The Rio. Graude 
River Study Report, Appendix A, ,page, 7 has *additional, 
analysis on, mineral resources., i .‘1 I . . : ’ > 

Funding for management of the corridor will potentially 
increase throu& designation. Additional funds will allow 
enhancement of riparian resources, through protection and 
improvement of the rive&e environment (especially in Seg- 
ment,B). Wild and scenic designation will require increased 
livestock management attention to the corridor. Control of 
unau horized livestock use in the corridor will be needed to 
protect and enhance the rive&e environment. 
,.,. ,.<. 
Opportunities for additional protection and enhancement 
of the outstandingly remarkable wildlife values will occur as 
a result of wild and scenic designation and anticipated 
funding increases. Designation may also increase fundiig 
for some fishery improvement work, which may minimally 
enhance sport fishery habitat. 

Acquisition of land through exchanges or through the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund will receive increased atten- 
tion if the area is designated as wild and scenic. Administra- 
tive designations of the corridor as an area of critical 
environmental concern (ACEC) and special recreation 
management area (SRMA) will provide special manage- 
ment emphasis. These designations, however, will not 
protect and maintain the free-flowing conditions nor 
preserve the outstandingly remarkable qualities to the de- 
gree of a wild and scenic river designation. 

Designation will preserve and enhance primitive recreation 
values by directing management emphasis and funding to 
the area and by ensuring long-term protection to the river 
environment. Designation, however, will also slightly in- 
crease recreation visitation, to the area, creating additional 
visitor management problems. Some insignificant adverse 
impacts to the physical environment will occur from.:in- 
creased recreational use. Because Segment C is so crrtrcal 
for willdife, even minor increases in recreational use, if not 
properly regulated, could result in moderate impacts to 
wildlife. 

Consequences of Proposed Plan 

A detailed analysis of the effects of wild and scenic desig- 
nation will have on water rights is contained in Appendix A. 
The following effects will occur: 1) The Rio Grande River 
Compact will not be affected. 2) The Federal government 
will acquire a water right junior to approximately 16,000 
other senior adjudicated water rights in an extremely over- 
appropriated drainage. 3) Water users/developers will con- 
tinue to be uneasy because the Federal government will have 
a right to expect conditions to remain the same as at the time 
of wild and scenic designation by Congress. Because the 
Federal government right will be very junior, any proposed 
change of existing use that would affect existing flows would 
also receive objections from many of the 16,000 senior water 
right holders. At most, therefore, the Federal reserved right 
willbe a nuisance transactional factor for water users. 4) 
BLM states that !‘existing conditions” are sufficient for the 
perpetuation of signilicant river values. BLM also states that 
any additional water needs will be adjudicated according to 
Colorado State Water Law. Valid existing rights, therefore, 
will .not .be affected by designation. 5) Wild and scenic, 
designation may serve to help perpetuate an agrarian life- 
style in the San Luis Valley by helping to prevent diversion 
of water from the valley to out-of-basin users. Appendix A, 
pages 9. ‘and 18;. have more detailed analysis on effects to 
water rights by wild and scenic designation. 

Wild and scenic designation of the Rio Grande River will 
have a positive effect on the economy’of the San Luis Valley. 
Designation could also slightly increase recreation visita- 
tion to the area, creating additional visitor management 
problems and minor adverse impacts to the physical en- 
vironment. Tourism boards, towns, and counties could 
market the congressionally designated area along with the 
other natural attractions in the San Luis Valley. Land values 
for properties adjacent to the corridor will likely rise slight- 
ly. An unquantifiable economic gain could occur as a result 
of potential positive effects from residual tourism. 

Visual Resource Management 

Proposed surface-disturbing activities will meet the allow- 
able class objectives in existing class II, III, and IV areas. 
Existing objectives will be changed as follows: (1) The 
foreground area of that portion of the Rio Grande River 
.Corridor designated as an ACEC (22 miles) will be changed 
from VRM Class III to II, which will result in improvement 
of VRM resources in class III areas; (2) all public land west 
of U.S. Highway 285 will be changed from VRM Class II to 
III, which will result in degradation of visual resources in 
class II areas. ‘._ 

. . 

Strict application of VRM Class II objectives will protect 
and enhance visual resources in the Cumbres and Toltec 
Scenic Railroad ;ACEC (3,824 acres) and the Rio Grande 
River Corridor ACEC (22 miles/2640 acres). 2 

,. < 
/: ‘. . : 
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A restoration project, designed to correct and improve the 
visually contrasting class IV Blanca Chaining area to VRM 
Class III objectives, will be implemented on 2,375 acres 
during the lie of the plan. Over the long term, the chaining 
area will be improved to class II. For more detail refer to 
Appendix F of the draft RMP/EIS. 

Conformance to VRM class objectives will protect visual 
resources. Mineral development could be expected to alter 
landscapes in a few localized viewsheds. 

Forest ‘harvest on 1,660 acres of VRM Class II land in 
scattered localized viewsheds would result in minimal im- 
pact over a period of 128 years. Woodland harvest in a 
‘dispersed pattern on 7,685 acres of VRM Class II land will 
result in minimal impact over a period of 175 years. The 
effect from this harvest will be ,much less during the 15 to 
2O-year life of the plan. Ammal harvests of approximately 
477 cords of fuelwood from 53 acres of productive,op,erable 
woodland will be concentrated in the Blanca‘Chaining area. 
This proposed project will reduce the contrast of the 
chaining in the short term to class III and in the long term 
to class II. 

Development of a major utility corridor west’ofU.S. High- 
way 285 will result in managing some VRM Class II land as 
VRM Class III, and degradation of visual resources will 
occur. : 

ACEC designatiorrwill protect the scenic values on 18,410 
acres of VRM Class II land and 77,255 acres of VRM Class 
III land. 

Visual resources on95,OOO acres (65 percent) of VRM Class 
II land and 5,300 acres (23 percent) of SPNM will be 
protected by OHV closures and limitations. Scenic quality 
will be altered on approximately 173,000 acres (34 percent) 
that is open to OHV use, and the potential for irreversible 
adverse impacts will increase. 
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Managing 24 percent of the planning area (125,948 acres) 
as VRM Class II will protect outstanding visual resources. 
These lands include the areas of scenery that provide sig- 
nificant recreational opportunities. Managing the 
remainder of the area as VRM Class III or VRM Class IV 
will maintain the overall visual character of the planning 
area, but will allow for visually contrasting projects or dis- 
turbances within scattered localized viewsheds. The Blanca 
Chaining project could restore 2,375 acres of class IV to 
VRM Class III. Wilderness designation will protect the 
scenic values on 3,300 acres. 

Scenic values will be protected on 2,648 acres in the 22-m& 
portion of the Rio Grande River Corridor designated as an 
ACEC. More intense recreational use will be’encouiaged 
on Segment B (14 miles) of the river corridor. The semi- 
primitive nonmotorized setting will be protected on ap- 
proximately 2,000 acres of Flat Top. 

Historical Resources 

All 18 identified historical significant sites will be protected. 
Those five sites eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places will be enhanced and protected 
under a “scientific use,” “public use,” or “management use” 
category, as well as an NSO. The Cumbres and ToltecScenic 
Railroad will receive additional protection through special 
management as a ACEC and NSO. 

Archaeological Resources 

All significant sites will be protected. Eligible site/districts 
will be enhanced and protected under “management,” 
“scientific,” or “public use” categories. Sand Castle Area will 
receive additional protection through an ACEC designa- 
tion and the 2OO-acre Folsom site has an NSO stipulation. 

Fire 

Full suppression, including wildfires, within the resource 
area is not expected to affect any sensitive resources (i.e., 
WSAs, areas susceptible to soil erosion, special plant and 
animal areas, and ACECs) to any great degree. The overall 
very low fire occurrence and intensity would probably result 
in minimum negative effects. During the annual review of 
the Cafion City District Fiie Management Activity Plan, this 
full suppression decision will be re-evaluated. Even under 
a full suppression decision, the district fire management 
activity plan has very specific protective criteria for sensitive 
resources. 

Fire may or may not ever be recommended for the purpose 
of altering the visual landscape or manipulating the vegeta- 
tion on BLM-administered lands. At present no prescribed 
fire use areas have been identified. Prescribed fire may be 
addressed as a management tool in the future in the district 
fire management activity plan. If this were to occur, the 
required burn planning and NEPA documentation would 
need to occur prior to activity on the ground. Given the low 
fire occurrence and the low intensity of fire in the SLRA, 
the potential for the use of fire is very low. 

Economic Conditions and Social En- 
vironment 

Local and regional social and economic impacts, national 
economic values analysis, and impacts on the BLM San Luis 
Resource’ Area management costs are addressed in this 
analysis. r : - 

Stipulations placed on fluid mineral leasing will not have 
measurable economic or social impacts. Any increased 



, 
operating costs resulting from the stipulations will lower the 
potential for economic production. In addition, economic 
benefits associated with the unknown oil and gas potential 
will not be achieved. 

Closing 17,247 acres to mineral entry will not likely have an 
impact on the local economy since these withdrawn lands 
have a very low potential for locatable minerals. The un- 
availability of 21,629 acres for disposal of mineral materials 
will not have an economic or social impact because of low 
resource potential in the planning area. Current trend and 
condition associated with management of 32,400 AUMs will 
be maintained. No net increases nor decreases will occur. 

Increases, in forage supply will result in increased game 
populations in crucial areas and associated recreational 
activities and could increase area income and employment. 
An increase of one job will be expected. Slight improvement 
of aquatic habitat and increase i,n angler days will be .ex- 
petted; however, the impact on economic and social condi- 
tions in the planning area will be less than 1 percent. 

Sale of 185 Mbf of sawtimber represents no increase. The 
sale of 477 cords of fuelwood will help offset residential 
energy costs and produce about $4,293 in Federal revenue. 
Local employment and income will benefit to the extent 
purchases will be made by commercial fuelwood cutters. 

Land ownership adjustments will occur on a case-by&se 
basis; therefore, it is not possible to predict any impacts on 
economic or social conditions. Social and economic benefits 
for any given proposal will be addressed in appropriate 
NEPA documentation. 

Economic benefits from recreation will be less than 1 per- 
cent and will be concentrated on those businesses providing 
tourist and recreation sales and service. Available jobs will 
increase from 118 to 119. 

The cumulative impacts on the local economy will likely be 
beneficial, but not large. 

The BLM SLRA costs can be compared to the benefits over 
time using8-7/8 percent discount rate. The ratio of national 
value compared to the cost is 3.42. Benefits were only those 
measured in the national income tables. 

BLM SLRA management costs are $650,000 per year com- 
pared to benefits of $2,402,71X 

‘Btble 4-3 (Assumptions for Analysis in this proposed RMP) 
: shows .impacts to nationalvalues. from measured activities 
within the planning~ area.. The national values, for these 
activities will be expected to have acumulative increase of 
about 14 percent over the base. The total impact to national 
values from recreation, range, and forestry will be about $2.4 
million. ... ..‘:.,. i, ,, 

.,, “. ” I i 

Consequences of Proposed Plan 

Special Status Plant, and Animal 
Species 

Acquisition of lands containing swales and lake beds will 
enhance Cleome multicaulis communities. Old wells will be 
cleaned and new wells will be drilled on currently dry areas 
to increase the habitat and Cfeome will be propagated on 
new wetlands; Appropriate livestock grazing management 
will result in a net increase 0fAstragalus rtpleyi population. 
Riparian and wildlife developments will result in a net 
benefit to special plants. 

Intensive studies, surveys, and analysis conducted in poten- 
tial habitat areas for special animal species, especially for 
the black-footed ferret, will increase habitat and popula- 
tions. ,). t 

. . 0’ 

~aterpo\Fier~Stbrage : , ., “’ : 

Intensive management of all potential sites with withdrawn 
land will protect waterpower/storage values. The excep- 
tions are the sites within the Rio Grande River Corridor 
ACEC (2,640 acres), which is suitable for wild and scenic 
designation. 

Waterpower/storage development potential will be reduced 
as a result of wild and scenic designation; however, these 
sites will also be restricted by the Alamosa National Wildlife 
Refuge. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The overall cumulative effects of the Resource Condition, 
Land Use Allocation, and Management Action Decisions 
in chapter 3 are described here and on ‘Iable 4-7. 

-3.0 -2.0 -1.0 0 t1.0 t2.0 t3.0 

High Medium Low None Low Medium High 
Adverse Impacts Net Beneficial Impacts 

(Negative) Impacts (Positive) 

The overall effect on paleontological resources, riparian 
resource management, livestock grazing management, 
wildlife and fish habitat management, lands and realty 
management, areas of critical environmental concern, ac- 
cess and transportation management,,wild and scenic rivers 
management, recreation management, visual resource 
management, historical resources, archaeological resour- 
ces, economic conditions and social er+omnent, special 
status plant and animal values is a low to medium. benefi- 
cial or positive impact. The overall effect is a low adverse or ,... *_s 

-. 
,’ 

‘,, : 
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Chapter 4 

negative impact on minerals management, forest and wood- The figures for ‘Ihble 4-7 were developed using the adverse 
lands management, and waterpower/storage. impact and beneficial impact scaled ratings, which are 

based on current management. 

Table 4-7 
SCALED PROPOSED PLAN CONSEQUENCES 

Decisions Proposed Plan 

Fluids Minerals Management 

Locatable Minerals Management 

-1.0 

-0.5 

Mineral Materials Management 

Paleontological Resources 

Riparian Resource Management 

Livestock Grazing Management 

Wildlife and Fish Habitat Management 

Forest and Woodlands Management 

Land and Realty Management 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

-1.0 

+ 2.0 

+ 2.0 

+ 1.5 

+ 1.5 

-0.5 

+1.0 

+1.5 

Access and Transportation Management 

Wild and Scenic River Management 

+ 1.0 

+ 1.0 

Recreation Management + 1.5 

Visual Resource Management 

Historical Resources 

Archaeological Resources 

Economic Conditions and Social Environment 

Special Status Plant and Animal Species 

WaterpowerBtorage 

+ 1.0 

+ 0.5 

+ 1.0 

+ 1.0 

+2.5 

-0.5 
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Appendix A 

APPENDIX A 

RIO GRANDE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 
STUDY REPORT 

1. INTRODUCTION 

General 

Thii Rio Grande Wild and Scenic River (W&SR) Study 
Report has been extensively revised from the report in- 
cluded in the San Luis Draft Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP/EIS). 

Chapter 1 of this report describes the study background, 
roles and authorities, study segments and area boundary, 
and relationship of the Wild and Scenic RiverAct to private 
lands. Chapter 2 discusses the general setting of the river 
corridor, the land uses/resource description including a 
section on constraints to management of the corridor. 
Chapter 3 describes the W&SR criteria and application to 
the river. Chapter 4 describes the W&SR classifications and 
applications to the river. Chapter 5 describes the suitability 
factors and application to the river. Chapter 6 describes 
various river alternative actions and Chapter 7 describes the 
interim management needed until congressional action. 
There is also a chapter listing the study group members and 
a discussion of those who have commented to date on the 
process. 

This report is a record of the W&SR study process as- 
sociated with the resource management plan (RMP) being 
prepared for the San Luis Resource Area. This report is not 
meant to be an environmental impact analysis but an ex- 
amination of the river segments in relationship to the 
W&SR eligibility/classification/ suitability criteria. The en- 
vironmental analysis is discussed in Chapter 4 of the 
proposed RMP/final EIS. If congressional sponsorship oc- 
curs, the Bureau would be requested to prepare a legislative 
environmental impact statement and study report for the 
Rio Grande River Corridor. This study and Chapter 4 in 
the proposed RMP/final EIS will be combined and rewrit- 
ten as a legislative EIS/study report. This legislative 
EIS/study report will receive further review and possible 
modification by the Director of BLM, the Secretary of the 
Interior, and the President of the United States. 

Background 

As a part of the SLRMP process, a study team was formed 
in 1987 to complete an appropriate analysis of all potential 
wild and scenic rivers within the planning area. The team 
looked at some 32 segments of streams/rivers adjacent to 

land administered by the Bureau Land Management 
(BLM). Attachment 1 of this report lists those 
streams/rivers evaluated. Only two portions of one river 
were considered to be eligible. Two portions of the Rio 
Grande River beginning at the New Ditch Dam, ap- 
proximately 1-l/2 miles downriver from the upper boundary 
of the USFWS Alamosa Refuge, downriver to the New 
Mexico State line (about 41 miles) appear to meet the 
W&SR criteria. 

The remainder of this study report describes the assessment 
of 41 miles of the Rio Grande River located in the south- 
central portion of the San Luis Planning Area. The three 
required parts of the river assessment are included here: 1) 
determination of eligibility, 2) potential classification(s), 
and 3) determination of suitability. This report is also the 
public record of this river assessment and documents the 
potential of this segment of the Rio Grande River to be 
designated as part of the National Wild and Scenic River 
System (NW&SRS). The study was begun with the RMP 
public issue scoping in early 1986 and will conclude with the 
publication of this proposed resource management 
plan/tinal environmental impact statement (RMP/EIS) in 
the summer of 1991. The initial scoping, issue/management 
concern identification process, and the development of the 
management situation analysis (MSA) in the San Luis 
Resource Management Plan (SLRMP) indicated that this 
segment of the Rio Grande River has some of the qualities 
that potentially would warrant inclusion in the system. For 
more detailed information on the scoping and public invol- 
vement regarding this issue, please refer to Chapters 1 and 
5 of the Draft San Luis Resource Management Plan/Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (September 1989) and 
Chapters 1, and 2 in this proposed RMP/final EIS. The area 
has also been identified as a potential special recreation ~ 
management area (SRMA), an area of critical enviromuen- 
tal concern (ACEC), and an area with some special cultural 
and wildlife characteristics. 

The original study report was included as an appendix to 
the DRMP/DEIS when published in September 1989. Many 
concerns regarding this potential designation surfaced 
during the public review and comment period for the 
original study report. Many commenters strongly believed 
that BLM had not analyzed the river corridor sufficiently or 
correctly. In the spring of 1990, the study team was reas- 
sembled to a) revisit the application of the eligibility criteria, 
b) reapply the classification categories, and c) reassess the 
suitability of the river to become a portion of the national 
system. This revised study report is a record of that group’s 
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efforts and is considerably different from the original 
report. 

Roles and Authorities 

The BLM study group completed this report under the 
following authorizations/references: 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (PL 90-542, with amend- 
ments) 

The 1970 USDA/USDI List 

The Nationwide Rivers Inventory 

The Final Revised USDI-USDA Guidelines for 
Eligibility, Classification, and Management of River Areas 
of September 1982. 

BLM Manual 1623 

Study Segments and Study Area 
Boundary 

Boundaries of any river proposed for potential addition to 
the National Wild and Scenic River System (NW&SRS) are 
generally limited to that area measured within one-quarter 
mile of the ordinary high water mark on each side of the 
river. The study area encompasses approximately 13,230 
acres. Of the total river length, approximately 22 percent is 
administered by BLM, 14 percent is administered by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the remaining64 percent 
is privately owned. The river-related resources were as- 
sessed within thk total corridor; however, BLM has limited 
authority on privately owned land. 

The study group identified three logical segments of the 
41-mile portion of the river to be carried into the analysis 
process. These three segments are: 

Segment A - Beginning just below the New Ditch Dam on 
the river and ending just adjacent to the Lasauses Cemetery 
(approximately 19 miles in length). 

Segment B - Beginning just adjacent to the Lasauses 
Cemetery and ending at the mouth of the Lower Rio Grande 
Box (approximately 14 miles in length). 

Segment C - Beginning at the entrance of the Lower Rio 
Grande Box and ending at the Colorado/ New Mexico State 
line (approximately 8 miles in length). 

There were some minor changes in these segments from the 
original study report (see Maps A-l and A-2 on following 
pages and the large-scale map in envelope in back of 
proposed RMP/final EIS). 

., 

Rio Grande River Study Report 

Study Process 

A complete and comprehensive analysis of the environmen- 
tal effects is addressed in Chapter 4 of the previously pub- 
lished draft RMP/EIS and in Chapter 4 of the proposed 
RMP/fmal EIS, plus this report as an appendix. The reader 
needs to refer to these two chapters of both documents for 
a more detailed analysis of impacts. 

The process began with study group work sessions in the 
winter/spring of 1988. Meetings and consultations with the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Taos Resource Area 
Staff, who manage the 67 miles of the Rio Grande Wild and 
Scenic River Corridor in New Mexico. Other BLM, as well 
as National Park Service (NPS), personnel were also con- 
sulted to obtain information and insight for the assessment. 
Additional steps included: (1) various group tours of the 
area to include four different river float trips; (2) various 
group work sessions for interaction in the analysis process; 
(3) informal public workshop discussions with a special 
management user input group; (4) discussions with various 
local/state/Federal agencies; (5) a public review of the 
DRMP/DEIS, including the study report as an appendix; 
and (6) various briefings with water users and enviromnen- 
tally concerned groups. 

The following listing shows some of the past and future key 
dates in this study process: 

September 1987: Shared the management situation 
analysis (MSA), which included the potential wild and 
scenic river section, with 70 to 80 public members of the 
RMP user input groups. 

October/November 1987: Collected examples of other 
assessments and information on legal requirements of as- 
sessment for RMP. 

October 1987: Shared the initial ideas on the wild and 
scenic river issue with the Canon City District Advisory 
Board. 

January 1988: Organized process of assessment, selected 
group, and made needed assignments. 

February 1988: Completed corridor tour and river assess- 
ment, wrote draft, and distributed for review. (The initial 
SLRA tour of the river corridor and the group work session 
were February 23 through 25.) 

March 1988: Reviewed draft, integrated into RMP alter- 
natives, prepared study report appendix. 

October 1988: Completed final preparation of wild and 
scenic river maps, acreage tables, etc. 

September 1989: Wild and scenic river study report 
received public review in the published DRMPiDEIS docu- 
ment. 

A-2 



mdix A -I------ 

T38 N 
T 

T 37 h 
T36 pl 

R 10 El R 11 E RI1 EfR12E 

Rio Grande River Corridor Map- 
n N North Half Bureau of Land Management 

1 0 1 2 3 

.( ,..' " 
Miles w wm -I- a Esl National Wildlife Refuge 

Note: Segment A if a Wild and Scenic Rivar Study Area and 

~ the lower portion is also a Special Recreation Management Area 

A-3 
Map A-l y m State Land 



Rio Grande River Study Report 

T’33N 
T32 h 

RlOEIRllE 

Rio Grade River Corridor Map 
.South Half 

Appendix A 

F”1 
w:.:$..y$ 
&I@$ Bureau of Land Management : 

1 0 2 3 State Lands ‘. ’ 1 
Miles tram IB-9 0 m and Division of Wildlife 

~,te: Segments B&C are Areas of Critical EnvironmentsI Concern, Wild and 
Scenic River Study Areas end B Special Recreation Management Area Map A-2 

‘A-4 



Appendix A 

Spring/Summer 1990: Revised study report based on sig- 
nificant public comment to include a revisiting of the ap- 
plication of the eligibility/classification/suitability criteria. 
Various meetings/briefings with water rights interest 
groups, environmental interest groups, state and Federal 
agencies, congressional delegation staffs, and other inter- 
ested parties. Study group reformed and enlarged to 
respond to public comments. Meetings with regional 
solicitor office people to clarify legal standing of water 
rights. 

Fall/Winter 1990: Revise the proposed RMP/fmal EIS 
based on revised W&SR study report. Work closely with 
BLM management to make a decision on the W&SR issue 
within the RMP and assist them in developing rationale for 
their decision. 

Summer 1991: Publish the revised study report within the 
proposed RMP/fmal EIS. .( 

Based on the guidance outlined in Guidelines for Fulfilling 
Requirements of the wild and, Scenic Rivers Act, the assess- 
ment will continue’ as a regular part of the BLM planning 
process. This process will include the publication and public 
distribution of the proposed RMP/fmal EIS. This provides 
the opportunity for the public, who have been involved 
through the planning process, to protest to the BLM Direc- 
tor the wild and scenic river recommendation. After the 
protests, if any, are resolved by the Director, an approved 
resource management plan and a record of decision 
(ROD) will be published. A plan implementation process 
is begun immediately on approval of the plan for most 
decisions within the RMP. The plan decision to recommend 
or not to recommend the Rio Grande River to the U.S. 
Congress for designation and issuance of the ROD ends 
BLM involvement at this level. If congressional sponsorship 
occurs, a request to the Bureau would be made to prepare 
a legislative environmental impact statement and study 
report for the Rio Grande River Corridor. Regardless of 
decisions in the approved RMP, the W&SR Act calls for 
interim management to protect the “free-flowing status” and 
the “outstandingly remarkable values” until such time as 
Congress acts on the recommendation. This began in 
December 1990. Chapter 7, Interim Management and At- 
tachment 7 (Federal Register Notice) has more discussion 
of this. 

Relationship of the W&SR Act to 
Private Lands 

Land use controls on private lands are a matter of state and 
local zoning. Although the Wifd and Scenic Rivers Act of 
1968 includes provisions encouraging protection of river 
values through state and Federal land use planning, these 
provisions are not binding on localgovernments. 

The Federal government is responsible for ensuring that 
management of designated rivers meets the intent of the 
Act. In the absence of local or state river protection 
provisions, the ‘Federal government could ensure com- 
pliance through acquisition of private lands or interests in 
lands. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act specifically prohibits 
Federal use of condemnation for fee title purchase of lands 
if 50 percent or more of the land within the boundary is 
already in public ownership. The present ownership is 
approximately 36 percent publicly owned and 64 percent 
privately owned. The Act does provide the Federal govern- 
ment with authority to purchase scenic, conservation, or 
&cess easements through condemnation proceedings, but 
this measure would be used only as a last resort if necessary 
to remove a threat to the river. 

The basic objective of wild and scenic river designation is to 
maintain the existing condition of the river. If a land use or 
development clearly threatens the outstandingly remark’: 
able values, which resulted in designation of the river, ef- 
forts would be made to remove the threat through local 
zoning, land exchanges, purchases from willing sellers, and 
other actions except condemnation. Agriculture and graz- 
ing activities occurring at the time of designation would 
generally not be affected. 
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2. AFFECTED ENVIRON- ’ 
MENT ,;. 

Generail 

This chapter describes the general physiographic environ- 
ment of the river corridor and surrounding area, general 
ownership, and the various land uses/resources within the 
corridor. It also presents an overview of the socio-economic 
conditions in the area and a discussion of the various con- 
straints. 

General Setting j . -., ..-:I.: -;.;I: 

The setting for this study areais an -expTpanse of land and 
water in the south-central portion of-thk:SanLu~‘Valleybf 
Colorado and consists of a cd~riddr.appr~~at~ly,b~~~half 
mile wide and Ilmiles long along the<:Rio’Graride-River. 
The corridor begins below the New,Ditch Dam within the 
Alamosa National Wildlife Refuge and continues 
downriver to the Colorado/New MexicoState line: . : ‘Y 

The ‘study area contains three distinctly ,different 
physiographic settings. Theupper 19mile portion is-refire- 
sented by large areas of,wetlairds and a, heavily meandered 
stream bed with old oxbows and side channels prbent.Tlie 
extensive riparian vegetation on these low streambanks con- 
sists of dense willow thickets and numerous clumps and 
groves of cottonwood. Large expanses of irrigated meadows 
also occur. The middle. segment consists of about 14. miles 
of river with several sparsely vegetated hills rising above the 
general river elevation. The river alignment is much 
straighter in this segment. The lower 8-mile portion of the 
study corridor flows ‘through a stark, sheer-walled gorge 
with a very narrow riparian zone between the edge of the 
water and the steep walls of the canyon. 

The Rio Grande River is a free-flowing river throughout the 
entire study area. There are no major water impoundments 
anywhere in any of the three segments; however, there are 
severalirrigation ditch returns. Remnants, of an oldwashed- 
out rock dam are present in the upper box of Segment B. 
Water quality measured’by the state shows sufficient water 
quality to permit body water contact and ,fishing and is 
classified as Recreational Class I and Aquatic Life Class I. 
Water level peaks during spring runoff with the highest ievel 
in May and June and lower flows during the remainder of 
the year. The stream gradient is less than one-half percent 
with no large rapids nor falls. The width ranges from 60 to 
120 feet in June and from 20 to 75 feet in late summer. 

There are about five county roads, one highway, and several 
nonsurfaced, nonmaintained roadways that provide access 
to and through the river corridor and within the study area. 
Livestock use of the area involves seven allotments adjacent 
to and including Segments B and C. A total of 280 cows and 
3,340 sheep are permitted on these allotments. Livestock 
grazing use conflicts with river boating use in Segment B. 
Six wire fences (two smooth and four barbed) are stretched 
across the Rio Grande River, which present a definite safety 
hazard to unsuspecting boaters and at least a “river access” 
problem. 

The study area is significant in that it is largely remote and 
sparsely populated, with few large manmade intrusions to 
detract from a natural, serene outdoor experience. This also 
results in extensive use of the corridor by wildlife (e.g., 
raptor nesting, waterfowl flyway, etc.). 

i’ I: 

The existing ownership pattern is approximately 36 percent 
public and @p&&t private. 1 ,: :. .:I‘: ; .: ’ f i’. 

.,: . . ,, ’ ,:I i : 1: _,,.‘I ; !.‘ 

The apIn&imate total ‘acreage within the’&i-mile, river 
corridor is’l3;23(! acres. Of this total amott@ 8;550’acresor 
about 64 percent is in’ private ‘ownership; Q50’ acres .or 

i A;-6 

“The river flows’on ,a year around basis with runoff in the 
spring bringing the highest flows. The lo-year average flow 

‘-in this stretch ~of the river is 654 cfs, with the high flow 
(1980-1989) in spring reaching into the 3,400 cfs level. 

iabout 14 percent is in USFWS ownership, and 2,830 acres 
or about 22 percent is administered by BLM. More details 
of this ownership and the river mileage are in Attachment 2 
to this report. 

The following legal descriptions include this area. 

New Mexico Principal Meridian 

T. 32 N., R. 11 E. 
Sets. 3,4,9,10,13,14,15,23,24 

T. 33 N., R. 11 E. 
Sea 2,3,10,11,14,15,22,23,27,28,33,34 

T. J4 N., R. 11 E. 
Sew 2,3,11,13,14,23,X, 27,34,35 

;‘&N., R.:ll E. 
‘, St+. 1,2,‘12,13,14,23,24,26,34,35 
.,;; 

T.36N.,R.llE.’ 
Sew 4,5,9,15,16,22,23,26,27,34,35 

T. 37 N., R. 11 E. 
Sea 28,29,33 

Land Uses/Resource Description 

The study area currently receives moderate recreation use. 
Visitation is expected to increase based on several factors 
including regional population growth, increased leisure 
time, and a greater emphasis on tourism marketing in the 
San Luis Valley. Recreation use along the river corridor 
includes fishing, boating, camping, hunting, and OHV use. 
Use estimates are shown in Table A-l. 
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Table A-1 

Use Estimatk 

Recreation Activity .’ ., Number of Visit.& 

OHV Travel 
Other Motorized Travel 
Nonmotorized Travel 
Camping 
Hunting 
Land Based 
Fishing 
Boating 
Other Water Related 

, . I  

.’ 

. , “ , :  ._ ,  

:  _’ 

50 
900 
160 
250 
150 
250 

4,oQo 
1,300 
1.500 

I  

“Figures are based on estimates of BLM personnel who manage-the area. 

During the winter, the river drous very low: the lowest flow 
on record during the last 20% years is’ around 10 cfs 
recorded at Lobatos Bridge. A large share of the flow 
during the growing season consists of irrigation return flows 
and augmentation flows. There are 25 waterways,providing 
some flows into the Rio Grande River in Segments.A; B, 
and C. These waterways are: .’ _; 

, 
Chicago Ditch return flows 

Closed Basin Ditch augmentation flows 

Alamosa Lateral Ditch return flows 

Rock Creek flows 

Eml%re Lateral Ditch return flows 

Alamosa Farm Lateral Ditch return flows . 

La Jara Creek flows 

Alamosa River flows 

Hansen Ditch return flows 

Tenfoot Ditch return flows 

Twentyfoot Ditch return flows 

Trinchera Creek flows 

Conejos River flows 

Conejos River Diversion Ditch return flows 

Lasauses Ditch return flows 

Culebra Creek return flows 

Punche Arroyo flows 

Eight other unnamed ditch return and creek flows 

The river has several species of fish including carp, northern 
pike, ,and trout, and many species of waterfowl are evident 
along the river. Raptors, including bald and golden eagles, 
are also present, at least seasonally, because of the abun- 
dance of fish, waterfowl, and other prey. Scenic vistas from 
the river include the Brownie Hills (east of river), San Luis 
Frills WSA and proposed ACEC, which includes Flat Top 
Mountain. Mt. Blanca and the rugged Sangre de Cristo 
Mountains to the east, and the San Juan Mountains to the 
west can be seen in the distance. 

Segmenf A 
.’ 

Segment B 

The first 7.7 miles of Segment A are in the AlamosaNatiori& Along the upper 4.4 miles of Segment B, a large unbroken 
Wildlife Refuge operated by the U.S., Fish and Wildlife tract of BLM land borders the western and eastern side of 
Service. This area supports a wide range of waterbirds and the river. The remainder of the river is bordered by private 

: species dependent on the riparian habitat; e.g., beaver. The and county land. The public and private ownership along 
adjacent private land is composed mostly of flat, irrigated the western side of the river crosses to the eastern bank of 

meadows with extensive willow and cottonwood trees along 
the streambanks. Hansen Bluff, which ranges from 20 to 40 
feet-in .height arid parallels the river through the refuge, is 
df significant cultural value since it was an important over- 
look, for paleo inhabitants in the area. The bluff also has 
paleontological significance as it contains a very large num- 
ber of special vertebrate and&vertebrate fossils. 

: 
Squth bf.the refuge, the river flows through about 4 miles of 
very similarterrain and vegetation as the upper 7.7 miles 
until it reaches the County Bridge. Only seven small, scat- 
tered parcels~of BLM land.border the’river in this se&ion, 
and the remainder of lands are in private ownership. The 
recently erected County Bridge across the Rio Grande 
River north of Lasauses is on BLM land. A parking lot 
constructed along the eastern bank of the river adjacent to 
the bridie provides public access for rafting, canoeing, 
hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, and other recreational 
activities. The old road provides access to a piece of BLM 
laud at the junction of the Conejos and Rio Grande Rivers. 
The last ,7.3 miles of Segment A are also very similar to the 
first 11.7 miles above the bridge except the banks change 
from the winding river corridor with dense bank foliage to 
a more straight flowingriver with sparse bank vegetation. 

A-7.‘. 
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the river up to the land grant boundary. This boundary 
reaches to the high waterline or flood line on the eastern 
side of the river, in some cases extending 20 or 30 feet 
beyond the level of the river and in some cases 80 to 100 feet. 
In some cases, ownership of the western side of the river 
extends to the eastern side of the riirer as well. There is some 
county-owned land along the eastern side of this segment, 
which extends down to the eastein high waterline. All of the 
Rio Grande Ranch0 subdivisions along the Rio Grande 
River in Costilla County have a public 20-foot pedestrian 
way tied into the western edge of their lots on the eastern 
bank of the river. This provides public access for the 
majority of the eastern side of the river. Except for the 
riparian zone, which varies in width along the river and 
extends along both sides, the land is semidesert with sparse 
Vegetation. One portion of this segment has sparsely 
tegetated hills rising 500 to 900 feet above the river. Vertical 
rock walls of up to 100 feet occur in several places along the 
river creating an enclosed landscape. This portion of Seg- 
nient B proirides good habitat for.a variety of raptors, nest 
&it&s for nongame birds such as cliff and bank swallows, and 
i;ange for pronghorns, coyotes, and foxes. 

The remainder of the segment, the lower 9.6 miles, is more 
open and offers opportunities for expansive unobstructed 
tiews. The exception to this is the upper box area, which is 
about 1 mile below the state highway bridge. This long 
enclosed rock bluff area provides seclusion from outside 
views for about 1.3 miles. Throughout the rest of the seg- 
&nt,‘however, the views of the Sangre de Cristos to the east 
and the San Luis Hills to the west are of scenic significance. 
The high waterline grant boundary here may average 100 
feet beyond the low water level in places. Greater public 
access in the publicly-owned sections in this area is wider 
‘&id hitArc exttinsive along tlie river edge. 

Overall, Segment B (14 miles) contains a variety of scenic, 
‘unique settings and includes numerous opportunities for 
‘bolitude. An extensive inventory of cultural sites is present 
adjacent to the river along the lower 7 to 8 miles of this river 
segment. The state bridge on State Highway 142 and several 
-Subdivision roads on private lands along the eastern side of 
,-the river are the only large manmade intrusions; however, 
they are not visible from the river. All species of fish and 
wildlife in Segment A are also present in Segment B. The 
:area does contain some no$ous weed species in the riparian 
zone. 

‘This segment is approximately 14 miles total. It extends 
downriver to the mouth of the river gorge, about 1.6 miles 

“below Lobatos Bridge. Both sides of this segment of the 
river are the least developed of any segment of the study 
area. A point of interest in the lower portion of this segment 

“‘is the Lobatos Bridge, which, because of its historical style 
structure, has been nominated for the National Register of 
Historical Places as part of State of Colorado Department 
of Highways Thematic Bridge Nomination. 

Rio Gtande River Study Repoti, 

Segment C 

Segment C is approximately 8 miles in length and extends 
to the Colorado/New Mexico State line. The eastern side of 
the river in Segment C is also partially owned by the county 
and includes sizable amounts of subdivision with the public- 
ly-owned undeveloped pedestrian ways. Public access is 
provided for the majority of this river segment on both sides 
through these pedestrian ways and the BLM lands. 

Vertical rock walls about 90 feet high at the beginning of the 
segment, which begins about l-l/4 miles south of the 
Lobatos Bridge, rise to approximately 200 feet at the state 
line. A nonsurfaced road extends southward from Lobatos 
Bridge approximately 1.5 miles on the eastern side of the 
river. It does not, however, provide vehicular access into the 
river gorge. Access by hiking or boat is the only means of 
access into Segment C because of the sheer rock walls. The 
riparian zone becomesvery narrow in places and is confined 
by the cliffs. 

/ ,:. 
Vegetation, fish, and wildlife species are similar to those ixr 
Segment B; however, wildlife resources in this segment are 
extremely rich and very fragile. A minimum of 35 to 40 
raptor nesting sites have been inventoried including 11 
prairie falcon eyries and 4 golden eagle eyries, some of 
which indicate 200 years of historical use. Several nesting 
pairs of Canada geese also reside in this segment along with 
numerous other species of waterfowl. This segment is also 
the beginning of a narrow migration corridor used by a large 
number of waterfowl and passerine bids in both the spring 
and fall. 

This portion of the river contains none of the expansive 
vistas of the first two segments, except for a specific area at 
the very northern point. Instead, the vertical rock walls 
create an enclosed setting and help convey an intense feel- 
ing of remoteness. 

Two possible dam sites have been investigated in this seg- 
ment; one just north of the state line, and another near the 
northern end of the gorge. Potentially a dam could be built 
anywhere in the 8-mile gorge. 

Recreational values are,*exceptional on the stretch of 
smooth water that flows through the canyon. The river is 
excellent for floatboatingwith outstanding opportuni@es for 
viewing waterfowl, hawks, owls, eagles, and big game within 
the close confines of the canyon walls. Observations of 
raptor nesting sites indicate historical use and a high density 
of raptors. The remoteness of the area and the steep canyon 
walls offer an outstanding opportunity ,for solitude and a 
primitive recreation experience. Scenic vistas include a to- 
tally undisturbed view of the rock-strewn river bank and 
sheer canyon walls. In addition, the area shows much poten- 
tial for cultural resources. Although formal cultural inven- 
tories have not been completed along this section of river, 
the area contains many significant cultural resource sites. 
Prehistoric rock art and structuraJ sites exist along this 
portion of the river. 

A-8 



Appendix A 

Constraints 

There are various items with the potential to limit or restrain 
management of the Rio Grande River as an element of the 
National Wild and Scenic River System. These items in- 
clude existing waterpower withdrawals, potential mineral 
development, mixed land ownership, and water rights. The 
proposal for the 345 kV powerline from Taos, New Mexico, 
to Center, Colorado, has been withdrawn by the Colorado 
Public Service Commission. If this right-of-way is needed at 
some future date, it will be placed along a route on the west 
side of the San Luis Hills. This issue, therefore, is no longer 
a potential conflict with the significant values along the wild 
and scenic river corridor. 

Existing Water-power wilhdrawals 

Waterpower/storage withdrawals with several overlapping 
public water reserves occur on BLM lands along the river. 
The power withdrawals and public water reserves would 
limit some types’ of -development along the river because 
nothing can be done to affect the purpose of thewithdrawal 
unless that withdrawal is recommended for termination in 
the RMP, planning process. -A decision in. the proposed 
RMP to recommend inclusion of this river in the National 
Wild a&Scenic System would mean that the existing water- 
power/storage withdrawals would be recommended for ter- 
mination. I 

.I 
Potent&l Mineral Development 

Mineral development could conflict with the existing public 
water reserves or the recommendation for wild and scenic 
designation. The proposed RMP recommends a protective 
withdrawal to close the corridor to mineral location to 
provide added conservation measures for wildlife, scenic, 
and recreational values. This proposed RMP recommenda- 
tion to withdraw the corridor from mineral location would 
be made, however, regardless of the wild and scenic river 
recommendation. A major portion of the same area is 
presently managed as a special recreation management area 
(SRMA) from the County Bridge downriver to the state 
line. This withdrawal is needed to provide conservation of 
the scenic viewing, watchable wildlife, and other significant 
recreational values in this stretch of the river. 

Mixed Land Ownership 

The various subdivisions, with mixed private and county 
ownership, to the east of the river could also cause potential 
problems for maintenance of the values important. to a 
potential wild and scenic designation. Although ap- 
proximately 50 percent of the shoreline of the river is in 
Federal ownership, the immediate scenic viewing area and 
some of the vital wildlife’habitatis m’or adjacent to these 
subdi&ons, which potentially could cause a future prob- 
lem. Many of the lots in these subdivisions within the river 
corridor have returned to the ‘county because of tax forfei- 
ture. On all the Rio Grande Ranch0 subdivisions, a a-foot 
public access pedestrian easement exists along the eastern 

high waterline of the river. BLM-administered land along 
the western side of the river crosses to the eastern bank of 
the river estending up to the high waterline; therefore, BLM 
manages the largest share of the river itself. Of the hundreds 
of divided lots on the eastern side of the river and within the 
one-quarter mile corridor, only two have structures at 
present. Designation could, to ‘some extent, result in in- 
creased structural occupation of these remote lots. 

Water Rights 

The Rio Grande River Interstate Compact became effective 
on March 18, 1938, and applies to this river segment. A 
major purpose of this interstate water agreement was to 
establish the quantity of water Colorado is to deliver into 
New Mexico. Section 13(e) of the TEld and Scenic RiversAct 
addresses,interstate compacts: 

“Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed to alter, 
amend, repeal, interpret, modify, or be in conflict with any 
interstate compact. made by any States which contain any 
portion of the national wild and scenic rivers system.” 

The future administration of this compact, therefore, would 
not be affected by the addition of the 41-mile stretch of this 
river to the National Wild and Scenic River System. 

Several water user groups expressed concern that even 
though the river corridor may qualify under the criteria, 
there is an over allocation of water within the San Luis 
Valley for domestic, municipal, industrial, and agricultural 
purposes. The water users believe designation would cause 
them some unspecified problems regarding their opera- 
tions. The major concerns of the users are focused on the 
reserved water right that would be created by the designa- 
tion, Section 13(c) of the Act states that wild and scenic 
designation reserves water in the quantity necessary to ac- 
complish the purpose of the Act, preservation of rivers in a 
free-flowingcondition, and preservation ofthe outstanding- 
ly remarkable values for the benefit and enjoyment of future 
generations. Water users are uneasy because of the strategic 
location of the prospective Federal water right, even though 
this possible right would be junior to approximately 16,000 
other senior adjudicated water rights. Their concern also is 
that if BLM obtained a reserved water right it would be 
based on the conditions in the stream at the time of national 
designation. Any changes in water rights upstream, which 
could alter these conditions in the river, could be protested 
by BLM, since BLM as a junior water right holder would 
have a right to expect conditions to remain the same as at 
the time of wild and scenic designation by Congress. 

There are 16,000 + senior adjudicated water rights existing 
in the San Luis Valley presently, which are as follows: .,.. 
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San Luis/Saguache Creeks and tributaries 
Rio Grande River and tributaries 
Alamo&La Jara Creeks and tributaries 
Conejos River and tributaries 
CostillaKulebra Creeks and tributaries 
Old Water District 27 
Old Water District 35 
Augmentation Plans 
TOTAL 

2,400 
8,250 
1,050 
1,800 

450 
1,250 
1,200 

16,451 
SOURCE: “Tabulated Water Rights in Water Division 3” 
dated December 31, 1989. 

Since there are a very large number of senior rights already 
in place on the Rio Grande River, the placement of an 
additional very junior Federal water right should have a very 
negligible, if any, effect on existing upstream water opera- 
tions, future changes, or modifications to diversions. Many 

.- of the 16,000 senior water right holders would have 
problems with: 1) major upstream diversion of water (i.e., 
selling water to cities.outside the S.an Luis Valley) and 2) 
minor operational changes upstream (i.e., changing point-of 
diversion ‘or modifications of diversion structures) and 
would object to such changes. A junior reserved water right 
could be, at the worst case, a nuisance transactional factor 
for water users. 

There appears to be widespread interest in continuing the 
agricultural lifestyle in the San Luis Valley. A sizable num- 
ber of the water users and nonwater users in the valley,have 
publicly expressed opposition to diverting water from the 
valley to out-of-basin users. This interest, expressed by 
many commenters, may well be better served by conserving 
this river environment through wild and scenic designation. 
The proposal to designate the Rio Grande River as wild and 
scenic may be of assistance’in continuing the, existing con- 
ditions on the river and preserving a portion of,that river 
environment; i.e., maintaining some minimum flows in the 
river with agriculture return flows. This may, in fact, have a 
very strong psychological effect of keeping water in the 
valley for conservation and agriculture uses instead of 
diverting it to other areas for municipal use. 

There is a concern that the Federal government, if this river 
is placed in the national wild and scenic system, would want 
a low-flow limitation or require a minimum flow without 
going through the Colorado State Water Law system. Any 
reserved right for this river would be adjudicated in the 
Colorado courts. The environmental groups, including 
reputable wildlife biologists, have stated that a.minimum 
flow of from 40 to 60 cfs would be needed to perpetuate the 
biological riverine environment and related values. The 
BLM recommendation for designation in the proposed 
RMP would in no way change the valid&sting water rights 
situation and would state that any inadvertent water flow 
present, specifically the “existing conditions,” are sufficient 
for the perpetuation of the significant river values. Th,is 
basically would ,mean continuing the existing situation on 
this 41-mile stretch of river; i.e., average lo-year (1980- 
1989) flows of 654 cfs, short duration low flows of 43 cfs,,and 
short duration high flows around 3,400 cfs. 

There were other concerns expressed that there would not 
be any flows within this particular 41-mile stretch of river 
because of changes in water operations upstream. In dis- 
cussing these concerns with the water users, they have no 
specific examples of actual proposals for changes in opera- 
tions at this time and could not offer any ideas for likely 
future proposals. BLM is directed, by regulation, to look, at 
reasonable, foreseeable impacts. It is apparent that with 25 
return flows within this stretch, there would always be some 
minimum water flows, in the river. The obligatory flows 
downriver to the New Ditch Diversion Dam provide for at 
least this level of flows to the very beginning point of this 
41-mile stretch of river. 

It is apparent that if the water users on any of the return flow 
waterways below. the New Ditch Dam (e.g., La Jara Creek, 
Alamosa River, Tenfoot, Ditch, Trinchera Creek, Conejos 
River, Alamosa Lateral Ditch, Empire Lateral Ditch, etc.) 
were to sell their water rights to a transmountain diversion 
company (e.g., cities outside the San Luis Valley, etc.) they 
would only be allowed by present state water law to sell an 
amount equal to that which they consumptively use. This use 
is normally between 50 and 60 percent, therefore, a substan- 
tial amount of water yill continue to flow into the river and 
be available for conservation of the rive&e environment in 
this lower stretchof the river. 
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3. DETERMINATION OF .” 
ELIGIBILITY 

General 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act states that to be considered 
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 
(NW&SRS), a river or river segment must be free flowing 
and, with its immediate environment, must have one or more 
outstandingly remarkable values. 

This chapter discusses the- definitions of free flowing and 
whether or not segments qualify under the definition: Also 
included is the study team assessment of the’ outstandiirgly~ 
remarkable features in each segment;’ ‘.,’ .i*“.. ‘. ‘. ;’ 

il. ::c. .,,. 
. . :: 

'Free-Flowing Criteria + ':, / 
. 

"“:! ::, 
::- ,. I 

;The final BLM guidance, dated September 8, 1988, ‘on 
identification and evaluation of potential additions ‘to the 
NW&SRS was used in the study of this river:To be eligible’ 
for inclusion, a river must be free flowing i.e, existing or 
flowing in a natural condition without impoundment, diver- 
sion, straightening, riprapping, or other modification of the 
waterways. See Attachment 3 for more information on the 
eligibility criteria. 

Several 200-foot long sections of stream-eroded banks (6 to 
8 feet high) have been riprapped in the refuge. Natural 
appearing river rock was used, and the stabilization im- 
provements are fairly inconspicuous and have very marginal 
influence on the free-flowing nature of the river. The rem- 
nants of the washed-out rock dam do not constrict-the flow 
of the river. . . ‘%. 

The entire 41-mile segment is considered to be free flowing. 
The section studied remains in a natural riverine ap- 
pearance and is free of any dams and extensive riprapping. 

Free flowing should not be confused with naturally flowing, 
which is flowing without any upstream manipulation except 
by nature. The BLM study team acknowledges that several 
large irrigation diversion ditches above the 41-mile study 
segment substantially reduce the volume of water flowing 
naturally through the corridor. After consideration and 
reconsideration of the river attributes, however, the study 
group believes the stream flow returned by seepage in the 
wildlife refuge, the Conejos River, and through return 
ditches is adequate to maintain the resource values present 
at this time. 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values 
Criteria 

The second eligibility criteria that must be met before a river 
can be included in the wild and scenic river system is that it 
must have one or more outstandingly remarkable scenic, 
recreational, geologic, ftsh and wildlife, historic, cultural, or 
other similar value The term “outstandingly remarkable” is 
not precisely defined in the wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
Consequently, the determination of whether or not a river 
area contains these values is based on the professional 
judgment of the interdisciplinary study team. These values, 
which must be directly river-related, are considered out- 
standingly remarkable if they are unique or exemplary com- 
pared to similar values in other river areas. 

Scenic Resources, 

The’s&nic resources present along the study segment are 
unique when compared to other rivers in Colorado, as well 
as other segments in the wild and scenic river system. The 
diversity and stark contrast in vegetation and landforms, 
both within and between river segments, give the study area 
its unique qualities. From the Alamosa Wildlife Refuge to 
the Lasauses Cemetery, the river meanders through a green 
pastoral setting bordered in the foreground by marshes, 
willows, cottonwoods, and irrigated meadows. The low 
banks (3 to 5‘ feet) in this segment allow for uninterrupted 
views’of the snowcapped peaks bordering the broad San 
Luis Valley. Seven peaks over 14,000 feet are visible in the 
background along the rugged Sangre de Cristo range. 
Several modifications are visible along the route including 
three bridges, several sections of stone riprap, several fen- 
ces, and a rock watergap fence; however, these are con- 
sidered to be minor impacts on the visual qualities. 

Below the Lasauses Cemetery, the river cuts through the 
volcanic rock of the San Luis Hills. The barren-looking hills 
rising several hundred feet above the river in the 
foreground, and up to 2,000 feet in the background, provide 
a dramatic change in character from the pastoral upstream 
segment. The narrow strip of green along the river is bor- 
dered by low black/brown cliffs and sagebrush-covered roll- 
ing.hills. The remnants of an old washed-out rock dam is 
present; however, is also considered to be a minor impact 
on the visual qualities. 

About 1.6 miles below the Lobatos Bridge, the river again 
changes character as it enters a box canyon, increasing from 
90 to 200 feet in height as it approaches the New Mexico 
border. Here the enclosed settmgis dominated by the black 
volcanic cliis, offering none of the distant vistas of the 
upper river; 

]h summary, when looking at the study segment as a whole, 
the piety mcl uniqueness of the scenic resources are of 
regional and potentially national significance when com- 
pared to other rivers. 



‘I$ecreation Resources 

Recreational boating opportunities along the study segment 
are limited because of a short season, low-flow levels, and a 
low gradient along the entire stretch (no whitewater). The 

.low gradient does allow for flatwater canoeing oppor- 
tunities, which are somewhat limited on rivers in the moun- 
tainous regions of Colorado. The fishery is moderately 
‘productive, and some angling use for pike, trout, and non- 
game fish does occur on the river. The lengths of boating 
runs and availability of public land access points along the 
corridor enhance opportunities for recreation use. 

The outstandingly remarkable recreation values along the 
corridor are based on the diverse scenery and opportunities 
for solitude and wildlife viewing. From distant views of 
14,000-foot peaks to stark, arid rolling mountains to a nar- 
row steep-walled canyon, the river passes through very 
diverse and scenic landscapes. The vast vistas in the upper 
segment and the enclosed landscape of the lower segment 
contain few manmade developments and offer outstanding 
opportunities for solitude. Waterfowl, beaver, and upland 
game are among the wildlife seen on the river in the upper 
segment, while the lower segment contains one of the 
highest concentrations of birds-of-prey in the nation. The 
canyon setting offers .many opportunities to view these 
birds. 

Geologic Resources 
. 

:,The variety of landforms in this study corridor are also 
unique. Hansen Bluff, a relic shoreline (formed by ancient 
river, sea, or lake), rises 30 to 40 feet above the valley floor 
and extends along the river bottom through the refuge area. 
The bluff has paleontological significance because of the 
large numbers of vertebrate and invertebrate fossils. This 
type of feature is considered to be rare. 

Fish and Wildlife 

-The wildlife resources associated with Segments A and B 
are significant because of the variety of habitats and many 
varied species. Several species of waterfowl and shorebirds 
utilize these river segments, at least seasonally, for nesting 
and feeding (e.g., mallards, widgeons, teal, canvasback, 
western grebe, white-faced ibis, spotted sandpiper, killdeer, 
‘American avocet, etc.). Beaver, mule deer, pronghom, grey 
fox, coyotes, and several rodent and bat species represent 
some of the common mammals. 

Segment C has an associated outstandingly remarkable 
wildlife resource. Significant numbers and variety of nesting 
raptors (i.e., prairie falcons and golden eagles) are in the 
segment. Riparian/riverine dependent birds, mammals, 
reptiles, and amphibians are also in this area as well as 
several species of migrants. 

Rio Grande River Study Report 

Historic Resources 

The Lobatos Bridge, because of its historical style structure, 
has been nominated to the National Register of Historic 
Places as part of the state of Colorado Department of 
Highways Thematic Bridge Nominations. 

Cultural Resources 

The San Luis’Valley is nationally known for the density and 
diversity of both archaeological and historical sites. One 
area of intense concentration of these resources is the Rio 
Grande rift, which has comprised a corridor of subsistence 
and commerce for at least 10,000 years. The 60 + formally 
recorded sites in this study area reflect only the small 
acreage that has been inventoried, but indicate the potential 
resource yet to be surveyed. The kinds of archaeological 
sites encountered constitute a representation of regional 
prehistory from paleo Indian to nomadic bands of Ute and 
Apache and are evidenced in standing structures, tipi rings, 
quarries, and rock art. 

Historically, this location has been important from Spanish 
colonial times through the recent American historic period. 
Physical manifestation of history include the famous ex- 
plorer DeAnza’s camp and river crossing, early livestock 
camps, early mining efforts, and commercial transportation 
history reflected by Meyer’s Ferry and the National Register 
eligible Lobatos Bridge. 

Eligibility Determintition Summary 

The entire 41-mile river segment has been determined to be 
eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River 
System. 

This portion of the river studied is free flowing. There are 
no dams, reservoirs; diversion structures, nor riprapping of 
any consequence along the river from the New Ditch Dam 
in the Alamosa Refuge to the Colorado/New Mexico line. 
There are several bridges with some minor amounts of rock 
riprap, and there is some remaining evidence in Segment B 
of an old washed out private dam. These appear to be very 
minor disturbances and do not seem to restrain nor in any 
substantial way restrict flows within this river study area. 

Several outstandingly remarkable values are present in this 
study area, The unique scenic values consist of a variety of 
vegetation types overlying at least three distinctively dif- 
ferent landforms to create interesting patterns and con- 
trasts of soil, rock, vegetation, and elevational relief. The 
distant views of the Sangre de Cristo range also greatly 
enhance the visual quality. 

Many combined values produce outstanding recreational 
opportunities. Excellent opportunities for canoeing and 
flatwater boating are available here in a region where 
whitewater recreation is most prevalent. These flatwater 
boating experiences are greatly enhanced because of the 
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abundant numbers of raptors, owls, waterfowl, small mam- and a high density of raptors. This habitat quality is excep- 
mals, and big game in this area. The scenic beauty, which tional, particularly in Segment C and a portion of Segment 
can be most appreciated from the river, and the remoteness B. 
and general lack of manmade intrusions contribute to an 
outstanding opportunity for solitude. These features (scenery, recreation, wildlife, and cultural) 

have been determined to be at least significant on a regional 
This river segment is an especially productive riverine scale, and are believed to be exemplary when compared on 
habitat for waterfowl and various raptors. Observations of a national scale. 
raptor nesting sites indicate over 200 years of historical use 
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4. CLASSIFICATION ; 

General .” . . 
.’ 

The river is divided into segments for classification. Seg- 
ments are determined by obvious changes in land status or. 
ownership, changes in river character; changes in amount 
of development, or presence of important resource values. 
See Attachment 4 for more information on classification 
within the national system. 

After determining the eligibility of a river for inclusion in 
the National Wild and Scenic River System, it must be 
classified according to the category (wild, scenic, or recrea- 
tional) that best fits each eligible segment. Classification is 
based on the degree of naturalness and extent of develop- 
ment of the river and its adjacent lands as they exist at Ore 
time of the study. 

Water quality, water resources development, shoreline 
development, and accessibility are the criteria that are con- 
sidered when dete rmining classilication. Each criterion is 
important, but their collective intent is more important. 
Although each classification permits existing development, 
the criteria do not imply that additional inconsistent 
development is permitted in the future. Developments com- 
patible with designation would be allowed, provided they 
are constructed in an environmentally sound manner. 

Wild River Category 

Classifying a study river as wild, scenic, or recreational does 
not segregate nor withdraw the subject .lands,.but rather 
recommends a level of interim management for. Federal 
lands in the study area until a decision of. designation, is 
made by Congress. If Congress designates a river or river 
segment, it will be managed according to how it is classified. 
Congress may classify a river segment at or below. the 
highest level for which it qualifies. Specific management 
strategies may vary according to classification, but would be 
designed to protect and enhance the outstandingly.remark- 
able values of the river area. These specific management 
strategies are formulated during development of the 
management plan, required within 3 full fiscal years of 
designation. 

Segments A and B do not meet all of the criteria for a 
potential wild classification, particularly in terms of acces- 
sib&y. Five county roads, one highway, and several nonsur- 
faced roads provide access to and along the river corridor 
in these two segments. 

The three classification categories for eligible rivers are 
defined as: 

Segment C does meet all of the criteria for potential wild 
classification. Water quality meets state standards to be 
classified as Recreation Class I (swimmable) and Aquatic 
Life Class I (fishable). It is free of any impoundments, and 
the shoreline is essentially primitive. A very small and 
limited amount of livestock grazing occurs here. The only 
visible detractions from a totally primitive condition are the 
infrequent, inconspicuous cow paths and light to moderate 
grazing use of the riparian vegetation. This segment is 
generally only accessible by foot or boat; however, a nonsur- 
faced road parallels the upper reach of the gorge for l-l/2 
miles. The road is within the one-quarter-mile corridor on 
the eastern side of the river, but is not visible from within 
the gorge. 

Wild river areas: Those rivers or sections of rivers that are 
free of impoundments and generally inaccessible except by 
trail, with watersheds or shorelines essentially primitive and 
waters unpolluted. These represent vestiges of primitive 
America. 

Scenic River Category 
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Scenic river areas: Those rivers or sections of rivers that are 
free of impoundments, with shorelines or watersheds still 
largely primitive, and shorelines largely ‘undeveloped, but 
accessible in places by roads. ,: 

Recreational river areas: Those rivers or sections of rivers 
that are readily accessible by road or railroad, that may have 
some development along their shorelines, and that may have 
undergone some impoundment or diversion in the past. 

Both Segments A and B meet all of the criteria for potential 
scenic classification. The water quality is fishable and swim- 
mable. The segments are free of impoundments, and the 
shoreline is largely primitive and undeveloped. The only 
presence of manmade developments within the corridor are 
frequent fences (six of which are stretched across the river 
in Segment B), an abutment from a previous dam, and 12 to 
15 small?Alamosa Wildlife Refuge signs. There is also, 
evidence of light to moderate livestock use. Livestock use of 
riparian vegetation, however, is considerably more evident 
iq Segment B. 

A wild river would be a very undevelopedriver with limited 
access. A scenic classification would be applied to a river or 
river segment that is more.developed than a wild river and 
less developed than a recreational river. A recreational 
classification would be appropriate in developed areas, 

Three or four sets of farm buildings are visible along these 
two segments of river as is the small community of Lasauses. 
All of these rather dispersed structures appear to be outside 
the one-quarter-mile study corridor. Access to the river is 
common in the area, but the roads are seldom seen from the 
river. The only exceptions are the four bridges at the main 
road crossings. Basically these two segments appear largely 
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such as a river running parallel to roads or railroads with 
adjacent lands that have agricultural, forestry, commercial, 
or other developments, provided that the waterway remains 
generally natural and rive&e in appearance. 
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primitive and undeveloped, with very little evidence of Classification Summary 
human activity. 

The consensus of the study group is as follows: 
Recreation River Category 

Segment A (approximately 19 miles in length) meets all 
All three river study segments exceed the criteria for poten- the criteria for potential scenic classification; 
tial recreational classification. 

Segment B (approximately 14 miles in length) meets all 
the criteria for potential scenic classification; and 

Segment C (approximately 8 miles in length) meets all 
criteria for potential wild classification. 

“., * :” j. ‘. 



5. DETERMINATION OF 
SUITABILITY 

General 

This chapter of the study report contains a discussion of the 
eight suitability factors in relationship to the 41-mile study 
stretch, and to some degree, discusses the three segments 
of the river. These factors must be analyzed within this study 
report to completely meet the BLM Guidelinesfor Fulfilling 
Requirements of the wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Suitability Factors 

The”determination of suitability provides the basis to 
recommend designation or nondesignation of the river. If a 
river segment flowing through public lands would be a viable 
addition to the national system without the remainder of the 
river, the segment should be carried through the RMP 
process. See Attachment 5 for more details from the 
guidelines on suitability. At the point in time that a river 
stretch is determined to be eligible, a public land order is to 
be initiated providing interim protection for a specified 
period of years (see Attachment 7). As stated previously, 
the Rio Grande River below the Colorado State line already 
is designated a wild and scenic river. An extension of this 
designation to the New Ditch Dam within the Alamosa 
Refuge would improve management continuity as both seg- 
ments have significant scenic, recreational, and ecological 
qualities. 

A synopsis of the eight suitability factors and the study 
group’s evaluation and analysis of suitability for potential 
designation as a wild and scenic river follow: 

1. Characteristics that do or do nof make the area a worfhy 
addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Each of the three segments appeared to be suitable based 
on the group discussion under the eligibility criteria. 
Water quality might have been a potential detraction; 
however, it does presently meet the state water quality 
standards for classification as Recreation Class I and 
Aquatic Life Class I. 

2. Current s&s of landownership, use in the area, including 
the amount ofprivate land involved and associated or con- 
j7jcting uses. 

Segment A has 8 miles in the Alamosa Wildlife Refuge 
” (U.S. Fish and Wilchife Service) and about 11 miles of 

mixed private and BLM ownership. Seven small scat- 
tered parcels are administered by BLM in this 11-mile 
stretch of river. Combining the USFWS land ownership 
and the relatively small amount of BLM-administered 
land in this segment, about 33 percent is in public owner- 
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ship. All of the five access points now available to the 
public are in public ownership. The group concluded that 
this segment was’ probably manageable under the Act, 
provided the conclusion is based on the understanding 
that the USFWS will support the recommendation. 

Since a large portion of land in Segment B and C is 
administered by BLM (about 41 percent), the study 
group concluded that these segments are suitable. One 
conflicting use could potentially be infringement on 
water rights in all segments if designation came from the 
U.S. Congress with a reserved water right. This is ad- 
dressed more fully within the “constraints section” of this 
report. The group concluded that the discussions with the 
regional solicitor presented in the Constraints section 
showed there was no reasonable nor foreseeable impact; 
therefore, this factor would not be appropriate rationale 
for unsuitability.: 

I 

As opportunities surface; fee title ,acquisition may be 
used. BLM proposes, to acquire approximately 6,000 
acres within the river corridor through scenic easements, 
fee purchase, and exchanges. This proposal is planned 
whether or not the river is designated as wild and scenic. 
There is a need to work with willing landowners to obtain 
scenic easements within this river corridor to protect the 
values that make the river eligible. The Act does not allow 
condemnation of additional lands if 50 percent or more 
of the corridor’& currently,in public ownership. 

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and 
related waters, which would be enhanced, foreclosed, or 
curtailed if the area were included in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System, and the values which could be 
foreclosed or diminished if the area is notprotected as part 
of the system. 

There are no reasonable uses that would be foreclosed. 
There are various items that potentially could limit or 
restrain management of the Rio Grande River as an 
element of the National Wild and Scenic River System. 
These items include existing waterpower withdrawal, 
potential mineral development, mixed land ownership, 
and water rights. 

Various values could be potentially diminished or 
foreclosed if designation does not occur. If the water- 
power/storage withdrawals were not terminated, then 
special river values within this corridor could be 
diminished. If mineral development were not controlled, 
potential impact to the outstandingly remarkable values 
would occur. If the designation did not take place, it is 
reasonable that the present livestock trespass/riparian 
degradation management problems would ,conmue. 
There is more discussion on some of. these items in the 
Constraints section of this report., : 

Ii 1,: 
4. Public, State, local, or Federal interest in designation of 
the river, including the ,extent to which the administration 

. ,’ I 
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of the river, includmg the costs thereof, may be shared by 
State, local, or other agencies and individuals. 

Local communities appear to not be interested. (Three 
of 27 communities and 1 of 5 counties commented against 
the W&SR proposal. No special recreation, domestic 
water, road, school or sewer districts responded. Four of 
seven major irrigation water user groups responded 
against the W&SR proposal.) 

State agencies appear to not be interested. (The Depart- 
ment of Parks and Outdoor Recreation (DPOR) was 
supportive verbally, but did not respond in writing nor 
offer assistance in administration of this corridor. 
Colorado Natural Areas Program and Colorado Division 
of Wildlife. responded positively,~but stopped short of 
endorsing the W&SR proposal or offering assistance in 
the administration of the’coriidor’. The State Water En- 
gineer and Water Conservation Board were’very much 

’ : ‘against this:W&SR.pioposal and very much in support of 
the valley water users.’ One state legislator. opposed the 
W&SR proposal.) 

tion of the river for potential wild and scenic designation. 
There are numerous other’ return flow ditches and’ 
streams within the refuge providing return flows during 
seasonal water diversion; e.g., the Closed Basin Augmen- 
tation Flow Ditch (one-third mile below the New Ditch 
Dam), the Alamosa Lateral Ditch, Rock Creek, etc. (see 
Land Uses/Resource Description Section of this report 
for more information on these return flows within the 
refuge). In addition, during the float trip through the 
refuge in June 1990, the study group observed substantial 
quantities of water seeping back into the river in many. 
locations. The recommendation and even congressional 
designation of this stretch of river as part of the national 
system should not change the existing public use on the 
refuge. The USFWS would have total control over use 
regardless of the status of the river. 

The conclusion of the study group regarding the 

Federal agencies appear to ‘not, be interested. (The 
regional office of the National Park Service endorsed our 
W&SR recommendation. One of three USFWS letters 
mentioned it would be good, however, one letter ad- 
dressed the ACECs and did not address wild and scenic 
designation and the other, opposed designation. Ration- 
ale for opposition was concern regarding lack of water 
and increased public use disturbance of wildlife within 
the river corridor through the refuge.), 

More recent discussions with the USFWS at the Alamosa 
National Wildlife Refuge have raised some additional 
issues and concerns (see Attachment 6 of this study 
report). The manager for the USFWS Alamosa Wildlife 
Refuge has expressed two concerns about recommend- 
ing the portion of Segment A (approximately 7.7 of the 
19 miles) within the refuge as suitable: 

a. He believes the potential exists to almost dry up the 
river during seasonal water diversions onto the refuge, 
which could detract from the capability to manage the 
river environment as an element of the national system. 
According to the manager, no return flows occur or exist 
until at least 5 miles downstream. 

suitability of Segment A,Ginclud$g that portion within the 
refuge, is, that it 1s suitable for recommendation and 

’ potential inclusion’and management,within the national 
river system. The study group believes the concerns 

, .voiced by the USFWS (mcompatibiity with agency goals 
at the refuge and potential impacts from water diversions 
within the refuge) do not provide sufficient rationale 
(based on the suitability criteria in the W&SR Act) for 
this study group to determine. that the river segment 
flowing through the refuge is not suitable. 

5. Estimated cosf of acquiring necessary lands and interests 
in lands and of administering the area if it is added to the 
system. 

The group discussed the potential of acquiring some 
protective interest in some lands adjacent to the river 
corridor. There is not a specific amount of land acquisi- 
tion planned as part of the W&SR proposalWe do plan 
to acquire some easements where we need to develop 
some additional public access and also where we need to 
protect natural resource values. For the most part the 
access enhancement would occur regardless of the 
W&SR designation. 

b. The existing public use along the 3-mile network of 
trails and interpretative areas adjacent to the river 
(where presently walking, hiking, bicycling, and other 
public day use occurs, mainly for wildlife observing) 
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, within the refuge would be somehow modified by the 
! BLM suitability recommendation. I 

: ; The refuge manager ‘also statedthatthe USFWS agrees 
: that Itlie ‘river!is highly’deserving; for national wild and 

scenic river designation from the refuge area.boundary 
downriver. 

16 ,i,Eti!,..,:. 2 II : s.: j: 
, Theatudy group does not believe the above concerns are 

significant enough to change the suitability determina- / 

There .may be about 6,000 acres of. scenic easements 
proposed for purchase through Federal Land and Water 
Conservation Fund(about 75 percent of real land value 
at $40 per acre; i.e., about $180,000 expenditure over the 
20-year plan; or about $9,000 per year to obtain this 
needed scenic easement protection). 

There will be some administrative costs to BLM as a 
result of a potential W&SR designation. Assuming per- 
sonnel, site development, maintenance, and the above- 
mentioned costs of purchasing scenic easements, the 
overall costs for administration could possibly be, about 
$iO3;000 per year. A major portion, possibly 70 percent, 
of this expense would be needed, with or without W&SR 
designation; therefore, this did not constitute sufficient 
rationale’for making any of the segments’unsuitable. a 



6. Ability of the agency to manage the river area or segment 
as a W&S river. 

A cooperative management plan would be needed 
among private landowners, the USFWS, and the BLM to 
appropriately manage Segment A. Segment A could be 
realistically cooperatively managed and is suitable. Seg- 
ments B and C could be managed, and are suitable. BLM 
is the most appropriate public land agency to manage 
Segments B and C of this river. Between the BLM and 
the USFWS the public would have a large share of land 
ownership (about 36 percent) along the entire river cor- 
ridor and would control approximately 50 percent of the 
very immediate river shoreline. 

7. Historical or existing rights which would be adversely 
affected as to foreclose, extinguish, curtail, infringe, or con- 
stitute a taking that would entitle the owner to just compen- 
sation if the area were included in the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System. In the suitability analysis, adequate 
consideration will be given to rights held by owners,’ ap- 
plicants, lessees, or claimants. 

The potential infringement on users’ water rights upriver 
to curtail their capability to sell their water rights out of 
the basin or modify their system of operation is not a 
reasonable nor foreseeable action according to discus- 
sions with the Federalregional solicitor. Furthermore, it 
does not constitute a “taking” of the water rights. There 
is a more detailed discussion of this within the Con- 
straints section of this report. Infringement of other 
potential land uses in the corridor; i.e., grazing privileges, 
mining claims, and rights-of-way, may occur to some 
degree. Wild and scenic characteristics now present in 
the river corridor would be protected from alteration 
resulting from future land uses and development. 

8. Other issues and concerns identified in the land-use 
planning process. 

There is a concern that if BLM proceeds with this W&SR 
recommendation, state water court filings relating to 
other BLM water interest might be negatively affected. 
There is also a concern of the USFWS that if BLM 
proceeds with this W&SR recommendation some of the 
water rights owned by the USFWS in the Alamosa NWR 
would be in potential danger of being ruled by the state 
as not correctly filed. 

Suitability Determination Summary 

During this study it has been determined that the river 
segments between the New Ditch Dam and the 
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Colorado/New Mexico line are eligible for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Compatibility of 
the existing situation with Federal designation, analysis of 
alternative management strategies, and reasonably foresee- 
able, potential effects of designation on the management 
and protection of the land and resources in the Rio Grande 
Corridor were used to determine suitability of the river for 
inclusion in the national system, under guidance provided 
by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

Land ownership and management would generally be unaf- 
fected by designation. Existing land uses and activities on 
public and private lands would remain at existing levels after 
designation. New land uses, activities, and developments 
could be affected by designation if they would’cause adverse 
effects to either the river or its outstandingly remarkable 
values. New hydroelectric facilities would be restricted, and 
long-term protection of the outstandingly remarkable 
values of the Rio Grande River would be ensured by in- 
clusion in the NW&R System through provisions in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

If the river were designated, visitor use could increase, 
causing conflicts with some resource values. These potential 
conflicts would be addressed and mitigated through a coor- 
dinated resource management activity plan (CRMAP). 
Valid existing water rights would be unaffected by designa- 
tion, as specified in the Act. Future water rights would still 
be governed by existing laws, including state law, the Rio 
Grande Compact, and the Closed Basin Project. Water 
quality would be maintained or improved. 

The significant amount of Federal ownership in the cor- 
ridor, and the presence of several outstandingly remarkable 
values that equal or surpass similar resource values in other 
designated rivers (scenic, recreation, wildlife, and cultural 
values) enhance the suitability of the Rio Grande River as 
an addition to the NW&SR System. The outstandingly 
remarkable values would be afforded the greatest degree of 
protection as provided under the wild andscenic RiversAct. 

The reasonably foreseeable potential effects on the 
management and protection of the land and resource values 
would be minimal and of minor intensity. The greatest 
positive effect would be the long-term protection of out- 
standingly remarkable resources present within the river 
corridor. The greatest negative effect would be the restric- 
tions on new land uses and developments and activities, 
especially those that would negatively impact the outstand- 
ingly remarkable resource values in this corridor. 

It is concluded, therefore, that, in its existing condition, the 
Rio Grande River is suitable for designation and would 
make a worthy addition to the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System. 
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6. ALTERNATIVE ACTlOhJS 
FOR THE RIVER CORRIDOR 

General 

The revised segment lengths (Segment A, approximately 19 
miles; Segment B, approximately 14 miles, and Segment C, 
approximately8 miles) will be used in the description of the 
alternative actions evaluated in this study report. Except for 
the revised segment lengths, the four alternatives remain the 
same as those in the original study report and analyzed in 
the San Luis Draft RMP/EIS. The study group believes 
these four alternative actions are still appropriate and have 
been fully assessed in the DRMP/DEIS. The actions, how- 
ever, described within these original alternatives, especially 
the Preferred Alternative, have been reassessed and placed 
into a new proposal described in this report. Most of this 
reassessment has occurred as a result of public input and 
newly developed or additional information concerning the 
wild and scenic river proposal. 

Original River Corridor Alternatives 

Please refer to Chapters 3 and 4 of the DRMP/DEIS for the 
complete analysis of the four alternatives relating to the wild 
and scenic river. The following is a summary of these 
original draft alternatives: 

Existing Management Alternative: At the present time, a 
minimal level of management of the river segment from 
Lobatos Bridge to the Colorado/New Mexico State is ad- 
ministered by the Taos Resource Area. Management con- 
sists of maintaining a sign-in board at the launch site 
(Lobatos Bridge), counting cars, and spot checking visitor 
use. An informal management agreement between the Taos 
and San Luis Resource Areas has been in place for several 
years. A proposal to include Segment C in a National Con- 
servation Area (NCA) has been drafted by the Taos 
Resource Area. 

Present use of public lands along the river for floatboating, 
grazing, hunting, fishing, and other recreational use would 
continue. There is a recognized need to acquire some ease- 
ments or land on the eastern side of the river even beyond 
the high waterline to protect and improve riparian values 
and grazing management opportunities. The San Luis 
Resource Area would continue efforts to acquire lands 
along Segment B (two active exchanges). This acquisition, 
which includes approximately 75 acres of river frontage 
north of the Lobatos Bridge, is desirable to improve and 
expand river access above the high waterline. 

Under this alternative, Segments B and C of the Rio Grande 
River Corridor area would continue to be managed for 
recreation as a special recreation management area 
(SRMA). There would be no major new developments for 

recreation, and existing facilities and sites would be main- 
tained. 

Natural Resource Enhancement Alternative: Segment C (8 
miles) beginning at the mouth of the lower Rio Grande Box 
and ending at the Colorado/New Mexico State line would 
be recommended for classification as wild to be consistent 
with the river designation in New Mexico. Termination of 
all water powersite and water storage withdrawals on Seg- 
ment C would be recommended. Proposed management for 
a portion of Segment A and all of Segment B, would be as a 
special recreation management area (SRMA) with em- 
phasis on protecting wildlife values. 

This portion extends from the northern edge of the 
proposed wild and scenic river (W&&R) segment 
northward along both sides of the river for 22 miles to the 
County Bridge. Acquisition of scenic or protective ease- 
ments to protect wildlife, riparian, vegetation, and recrea- 
tion values would be a management objective on this 
segment of the river. 

Production Resource EnhancementAlternative: In this alter- 
native, the Rio Grande River would be managed as an 
SRMA from the state line north for 22 miles to the northern 
extent of public land (Segments C and B) near the Lasauses 
Cemetery. No wild and scenic river recommendation for 
inclusion of Segments A, B, and C would occur in this 
alternative. Management emphasis would be on intensive 
use for recreational activities such as floatboating, canoeing, 
fishing, hunting, and sightseeing. Emphasis would be on 
increasing the benefits of the additional tourism that might 
occur in the area. 

Preferred Alternative: Segment C (8 miles) of the Rio 
Grande River would be recommended to Congress for 
designation as an addition to the National Wild and Scenic 
River System. Six miles would be recommended for wild 
designation and 2 miles for recreation designation. The 
SRMA recommendation is the same as in the the Natural 
Resource Enhancement Alternative. 

River Corridor Proposed Plan Recom- 
mendations 

This new proposal is the result of the reassessment of the 
information on wild and scenic rivers in relation to the Rio 
Grande River Corridor. This proposal would potentially 
have elements or portions of elements that made u&he 
original alternatives analyzed within the DRMP/DEIS. 

Segment A (begimring at the New Ditch Dam) and continu- 
ing through Segment B (ending 1.6 miles south of Lobatos 
Bridge at the mouth of the gorge) would be recommended 
for potential scenic classification as part of the National 
Wild and Scenic River System. All of Segment C from the 
New Mexico State line north to the mouth of the Rio Grande 
River gorge (approximately 8 miles) would be recom- 
mended for potential wild classification as part of the 
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National Wild, and Scenic Rivers System. Termination of 
all water powersite and water storage would be recom- 
mended as well as initiation of protective interim manage- 
ment for those remarkable values present within the river 
corridor (see Attachment 7). 

A portion of Segment A (from the County Bridge to 
Lasauses Cemetery) and all of Segment B should be 
managed more extensively for recreation than Segment C 
and would need to be managed as a special recreation 
management area (SRMA). All of Segments B and C 
should be designated as an area of critical environmental 
concern (ACEC). 

Summary of Recommended Actions 

The present cooperative management on the Rio Grande 
River with the Taos Resource Area is no longer adequate 

. 

to monitor the growing use and provide the visitor services 
necessary for resolving conflicts between recreation and 
wildlife use. A portion of Segment A (from the County 
Bridge to Lasauses Cemetery) and all of Segment B would 
be managed as an SRMA with emphasis on providing 
recreation opportunities and protecting wildlife values. 
Use of the public lands along the river for grazing, hunting, 
fishing, and other recreational use would continue along the 
entire 41-mile river segment. Protection of the free-flowing 
nature of the river and the outstandingly remarkable values 
within the corridor is necessary. All 41 miles of the river 
study corridor have been determined eligible and suitable 
as an addition to the NWSRS. Segments A and B are 
potentially classified as scenic and Segment C is potentially 
classified as wild. The study team recommends the above 
preliminary administrative actions and asks that they be 
carried into the proposed RMP/fmal EIS for full analysis 
within the proposed plan. 
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7. INTERIM MANAGEMEN? 

It is necessary to begin interim protective land management 
on the segments determined to be,~eligible for potential 
additions to the National Wild and Scenic River System. 
This is based on direction from the BLM Guidelines for 
Fulfilling Requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 
Section IX Interim River Management and Protection. 

Segment A (19 miles), Segment B (14 miles), and Segment 
C (8 miles) have been determined to meet the eligibility 
requirements for wild and scenic river designation; there- 
fore, the entire 41-mile stretch of river will be under interim 
management to protect these values until congressional 
action occurs. See Attachment 7, Federal Register Notice. 

Under the joint U.S. Department of Interior (USDI) and 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) guidelines, values 
determining eligibility and classification are protected from 
management activities or authorized uses (subject to valid 
existing rights) that could result in adverse impacts. These 
values will be protected on about 22 percent of the 13,230 
total acres. The ACEC protects 2,640 acres. The SRMA 
totals 4,595 acres and 2,760 of this is within the wild and 
scenic river corridor and will be protected under interim 
management.. 

Some specific objectives for nonimpairment interim 
management follow: 

Exceptions to these specific objectives within this navigable 
riverway are: rock riprapping in the wildlife refuge by the 
USFWS along the riverbank, maintenance of three state and 
county bridge abutments; and U.S. Corp of Engineer river 
rehabilitation of a trespass rock watergap. 

1. The free-flowing characteristics of the river cannot be 
modified by additional impoundments, diversions, chan- 
nelization, and/or riprapping to the extent the BLM is 
authorized under law. 

2. Outstandingly remarkable values must be protected 
and, to the extent practicable, enhanced. 

3. Management actions cannot modify the river corridor 
to the extent that classification would be changed from 
wild to scenic (lower 8.0 miles) or from scenic to recrea- 
tional (upper 33.0 miles). 

Existing and projected uses along the river corridor will be 
evaluated in the proposed RMP, and actions will be taken 
to ensure these uses do not adversely impact the wild and 
scenic river values. Current uses along the corridor are 
primarily associated with recreation, wildlife, and livestock 
grazing. Although recreation itself is considered to be an 
outstandingly remarkable value along the river, recreation 
use is growing steadily in Segment C and has the potential 
to signilicantly disturb nesting waterfowl/raptors. This in- 
crease could result in diminished wildlife reproduction 
along the river corridor. To minimize additional impacts to 
wildlife, commercial recreation permits within that portion 
of the corridor would be restricted to current levels until an 
adequate assessment of wildlife impacts is completed. A 
coordinated resource management activity plan (CRMAP) 
will be developed and implemented after completion of the 
proposed RMP/final EIS, which will include provisions for 
protection/enhancement of the river values. This will also 
ensure that eligibiity/classition is not impaired, and any 
recreation facilities proposed for development (boater put- 
ins, takeouts, fishing access, etc.) would not impact the 
classilication of the river. 

Existing impacts are occurring from livestock grazing, main- 
ly to the riparian zone, and actions will be taken to ensure 
these current uses do not adversely impact the wild and 
scenic river values. Potential actions that may be taken are 
better allotment and watergap fencing, better monitoring, 
and enforcement of grazing privileges. These potential ac- 
tions should reduce livestock grazing trespass to better 
protect the wild and scenic river values. 

A Federal Register Notice was issued November 16,1990, 
and appropriate public announcements were issued to es- 
tablish protective interim management of this segment for 
a period of 5 years to encourage congressional action on the 
recommendation (see Attachment 7). If Congress does not 
act within the 5-year period, the interim management would 
expire, and protective provisions would be re-evaluated 
prior to re-initiation of the protective management. 

Actions will continue for land acquisition ‘(approximately 
6,000 acres) along the river corridor to enhance riparian, 
recreation, and wildlife’values (with or without wild and 
scenic ‘designation) through scenic easement or fee simple 
acquisition. 

Current efforts of aerial and ground surveillance to monitor 
impacts to eligibiity/classilication will be upgraded based 
on funding levels. 



8. STUDY GROUP MEM- 
BERS AND CONSULTATION 

Study Group Members 

The following people assisted in this wild and scenic river 
study 

John Wilson - District Office Recreation Program 
Leader/DO Forester 

Group Leader; co-author of the original draft river 
report; assisted in rewrite of the revised river analysis and 
report. 

Bill Miller - Resource Area Recreation Program 
Leader/Lands Specialist 

Lands ownership, mapping and tour coordinator, and 
co-author of the original draft river report; assisted in 
rewrite of the revised river analysis and report. 

Dave Taliaferro - RMP Project Manager 

Study group organizer, RMP liaison, DO liaison, recrea- 
tion work; co-author of the original draft report; assisted 
in the rewrite of the revised river analysis and report. 

Ken Goodrow - Resource Area Surface Reclamation 
Specialist 

Area office liaison; other resourceswriteup for original 
draft report; assisted in the rewrite of the revised river 
analysis and report. 

NOTE: The Canon City District Manager, Assistant District 
Manager for Resources, and the San Luis Resource Area 
Manager were involved in management direction and 
quality control. Many other BLM Colorado State Office 
and New Mexico State Office, BLM Cafion City District 
Office and Albuquerque District Office, BLM San Luis 
Resource Area Office, and Taos Resource Area Office staff 
were utilized during the process to assist in gathering 
resource information. 

Clay Bridges - District Office Wildlife Program Leader Consultation 

Assisted with rewrite of the revised river analysis and 
report. 

Howard Wertsbaugh - District Office Watershed Specialist 

Assisted with rewrite of the revised river analysis and 
report. 

Rick Athearn - ACEC Coordinator and State Historian 
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Assisted with rewrite of the revised river analysis and 
report. 

A total of 178 letters were received commenting on the Sun 
Luis Drajl Resource Management PhnlEnvironmental Im- 
pact Statement (September 1989). Public hearings were held 
in Alamosa and Denver and 32 people gave oral testimonies. 
About 100 letters indicated more of the Rio Grande River 
should be recommended for wild and scenic designation; 11 
letters addressed concerns regarding water rights and ob 
jetted to any portion of the river being recommended for 
designation. Eleven people giving oral testimony requested 
more of the Rio Grande River be recommended for desig- 
nation and 13 opposed recommendation. Several others 
voiced’concerns regarding the effects designation would have 
on individual water rights and wanted more clarification. 

Following. the close of the comment period on the draft 
,RMP/final EIS (December 1989), meetings were requested 
by various groups including water users, environmental 
groups, and BLM solicitors. At the request of the congres- 
sional’delegation, their aides were given a tour of the river 
corridor from the County Bridge down to the state line. 

Rio .Grande River Study Report 

Eric Finstick - State Wild and Scenic River and Wilderness 
Specialist 

W&SR guidance and assistance, quality control of 
revised river report, CSO liaison, review coordinator; 
assisted in the revised river analysis and report. 

Bob Wick - District Office Recreation Program Leader 

Assisted with rewrite of the revised river analysis and 
report. 

Margot Zallen - Regional Solicitor 

Assisted with water rights revision of the revised river 
analysis and report. 

Cheryl Wii - USFWS Water Rights Specialist 

Assisted with water rights revision of the revised river 
analysis and report. 

Bev Neuben - RMP Editor/Writer 

Assisted with writing and editing the original study report 
and in the ‘revised river analysis and report. 
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Attachment ‘I ’ . 
SUMMARY OF THE REVIEW OF VARIOUS STREAMS/RIVERS WITH BLM OWNERSHIP 

Name of Stream/River Miles 
of BLM 

Ownership 

Meets W&SR Eligibility Criteria 
#2 (Outstanding 
Remarkable Values) 

Lower Ford Creek 
Middle Ford Creek 
Upper Ford Creek 
Baxter Creek 
Lower Tuttle Creek 
Upper Tuttle Creek 
Lower Sheep Creek 
Upper Sheep Creek 
Cross Creek 
Kerber Creek 
Alder Creek .: 
Fisher Creek ‘/ 
Rito Alto Creek 
Black Canyon Creek 
Quarry Creek 
Upper Raspberry Creek 
Lower Raspberry Creek 
Eaglebrook Gulch Creek 
Saguache Creek ; 
Spanish Creek . 
Rock Creek 
Middle San Luis Creek 
Upper San Luis Creek 
Dorsey Creek 
Upper Garner Creek 
Middle Garner Creek 
Lower Garner Creek 
Cotton Creek 
Rio Grande (Upper Box)~/ 
Rio Grande (Lower Box)~/ 
La Jara Creek 
Alamosa River 

1 

1.5 
0.5. 
1.0 
1.5 
1.0 
1.0 
0.3 
1.7 
0.5 
0.5 
0.4 
0.5 
0.3 
0.8 
0.3 
0.5 
0.5 
0.6 
0.3 I 
0.3 , 
0.2 
0.3 
0.6 
0.5 
0.3 
0.3 
1.7 
0.8 
7.0 
5.0 

Yes 
Yes 
yes 
Yes 
yes 
Yes 
yes 
yes 
Yes 
:yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
.yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
IlO 

no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no. 
no 
no 
Xl0 

no I. 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
IlO 

no 
no 
no 
yes 
Yes 
no 
ll0 

Total 35.2 

l/ This is a portion of the head of San Luis Creek. 

r 
These two areas are included in the 41mile stretch of the Rio Grande River Corridor to be studied and carried 

orward into the analysis in the DRMP/DEIS and the PRMP/FEIS. 

I  
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Attachment 2 .’ n ./ s. 
‘, 

SOME Ah3OXlMATE CALCULATIONS ON THE 4th 
MILE RIO GRANDE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUD’+- 

AREA; 
‘: 

The acreage calculations are.based on one-half mite width and l-mile length equaling 320 acres. 

Segment A ,̂_ : . , : .,! ..I,_ 

From New Ditch Dam in the Alamosa NationalWildlife Refuge downriver to the southern edgeof the refuge - 7.7 miles 
(2,470 acres approximately) 

Private ownership ( 62tl acres/about 25%) 
USFWS land (1,850 acres/about 75%) 

From the southern edge of the refuge downriver to the County Bridge - 4.0 miles (1,280 acres approximately) 

Private ownership (1,160 acres/about 91%) 
BLM-administered land ( 120 acres/about 9%) 

’ From the County Bridge downriver to the Lasauses Cemetery - 7.3 miles (2,440 acres approximately) 

Private ownership (2,370 acres/about 98%) 
BLM-administered lands ( 70 acres/about 2%) 

Segment A - 19.0 miles total (6,190 acres approximately) 

Private ownership 
USFWS land 
BLM-administered land 

Segment B 

(4,150 acres/about 67%) 
(1,850 acres/about 301%) 
( 190 acres/about 3%) 

From Lasauses Cemetery downriver to the State Highway Bridge - 4.4 miles (1,410 acres approximately) 

Private ownership ( 650 acres/about 46%) 
BLM-administered lands ( 760 acres/about 54%) 

From State Highway Bridge downriver to Lobatos Bridge - 8.0 miles (2,560 acres approximately) 

Private ownership 
BLM-administered lands’ 

(2,130 acres/about 83%) 
( 430 acres/about 17%) 

From Lobatos Bridge downriver to mouth or upper end of the gorge - 1.6 miles ( 510 acres approximately) 

Private ownership 
BLM-administered land 

( 420 acres/about 82%) 
( 90 acres/about 18%) 

Segment B - 14.0 miles (4,480 acres approximately) 

Private ownership 
BLM-administered land 

(3,200 acres/about 71%) 
(1,280 acres/about 29%) 



&ppendix A 

Segment C 

From the upper end of the gorge downriver to the New Mex$o StateLine - 8.0 m&x(2,560 acres approximately) 

Private ownership 
BLM-administered land 

To@ Segments 

(1,200 acres/about 47%) 
(1,360 acres/about 53%) 

&t@ study length - 41.0 *es (13,230 acres approximately) 

Private ownership (8,550 acre&I%) 
USFWS lands 
BLM-administered land 

[rl$ acrzj 
acr 0 

Of the streambank ownership, approximately 50 percent is in public ownership. - 

.L .,.A 
. 

r . . 

. . 
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Attachment 3 

ELIGIBILITY DEiERiViINATION CRITERIA 

The following criteria is taken from the Guidelines for Ful- 
filling Requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 
September 1988: 

1. Determination of Eligibility. As a part of the first 
step, to be eligible for inclusion, a river must be “free-flow- 
ing” and, with its adjacent land area, must possess one or 
more “outstandingly remarkable” values. The eligibility of 
a river for the National System is determined by applying 
the criteria in Sections l(b) and 2(b) of the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act, as interpreted by the USDI-USDA 
Guidelines. 

a. Criteria 

1) Free-Flowing Values. Free-flowing is defined 
by Section 16(b) of the Act as “existing or flowing in 
natural condition without impoundment, diversion, 
straightening, rip-rapping, or other modification of the 
waterway.” The existence of low dams, diversion works, 
and other minor structures at the time the river segment 
is being considered shall not automatically disqualify it 
for a possible addition to the National Wild and Scenic 
River System. A river segment may, in fact, flow between 

large impoundments and may qualify if conditions within 
: “the segment meet the eligibility criteria. 

2) Outstandingly Remarkable Values. For any 
river segment to be eligible for designations to the Nation- 
al Wild and Scenic Rivers System, one or more of the fol- 
lowing values within the river area must be outstandingly 
remarkable: scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and 
wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values. Only 
one such value is needed for eligibility and is a subjective 
judgment. Although several river segments on public 
lands may possess similar values, each river must be 
looked at individually and may be outstandingly remark- 
able when considered in a regional, State, or national con- 
text. 

b. Study Team. The determination that a river area 
contains one or more outstandingly remarkablevalues 
is a professional judgment on the part of the study team. 
Study team members may be part of an interdiiciplinary 
(RMP) team or a separate team comprised of invited 
professionals from interested local, State, or Federal 
-agencies to participate in the study. 
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Attachment 4 

ATTRIBUTES AND MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES OF THE 
THREE ‘RIVER CLASSIFICATIONS FOR IN- 

CLUSION IN THE NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS’ 
SYSTEM 

Attributes 

Wild Scenic Recreation 

1. Free-flowing. Low dams, diversion 
works or other minor structures which 
do not inundate the natural riverbank 
may not bar consideration as wild. Fu- 
ture construction restricted. 

2. Generally inaccessible by road. One 
or two inconspicuous roads to the area 
may be permissible. 

3. Shorelines essentially primitive. One 
or two inconspicuous dwellings and 
land devoted to production of hay may 
be permitted. Watershed natural-like 
in appearance. 

4. Water quality meets minimum 
criteria for primary contact recreation 
except where such criteria would be 
exceeded by natural background con- 
ditions and esthetics and capable of 
supporting propagation of aquatic life 
normally adapted to habitat of the 
stream. 

1. Free-flowing. Low dams, diversion 
works or other minor structures which 
do not inundate the natural riverbank 
may not bar consideration. Future con- 
struction restricted. 

2. Accessible by roads which may oc- 
casionally bridge the river area. Short 
stretches of inconspicuous and well- 
screened roads or railroads paralleling 
river area may be permitted. 

3. Shoreline largely primitive. Small 
communities liited to short reaches of 
total area. Agricultural practices which 
do not adversely affect river area may 
be permitted. 

4. Water quality should meet minimum 
criteria for desired types of recreation 
except where such criteria would be 
exceeded by natural background con- 
ditions and esthetics and capable of 
supporting propagation of aquatic life 
normally adapted to habitat of the 
stream, or is capable of and is being 
restored to that quality. 

1. May have undergone some impound- 
ment or diversion in the past. Water 
should not have characteristics of an 
impoundment for any significant dis- 
tance. Future construction restricted. 

2. Readily accessible with likelihood of 
paralleling roads or railroads along 
river banks and bridge crossings. 

3. Shoreline may be extensively 
developed. 

4. Water quality should meet minimum 
criteria for desired types of recreation 
except where such criteria would be 
exceeded by natural background con- 
ditions and esthetics and capable of 
supporting propagation of aquatic lie 
normally adapted to habitat of the 
stream or is capable of and is being 
restored to that quality. 
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Wild 

Managemehi Objectives 

Scehic Recreation 

1. Limited motorized land travel in 
area. 

2. No inharmonious or new habitations 
or improvements permitted. 

3. Only primitive-type public use 
provided. 

4. New structures and improvement of 
old ones prohibited if not in keeping 
with overall objectives. 

5. Unobtrusive fences, gauging stations 
and other management .faqihties may 
be permitted if no significant adverse 
effect on natural character of area. 

6. Limited range of agriculture land 
other resource uses permitted. 

1. Motorized vehicles alfowed on land 1. Optimum accessibility by motorized 
areas. vepicle. 

2. No inharmonious improvements and 
few habitations permitted. / 

3. Limited modern screened pub& use 
facilities permitted; i.e., campgrounds, 
visitor centers, etc. 

4. Some new facilities allowed, such as 
unobtrusive marinas.. 

5.’ Unobtrusive fences, gauging’stations 
and other management facilities may 
be perri$tted if no significant adverse 
effect on natural character of area. 

6. Wide range of agriculture and other 
resource uses may be permitted. 

; .  ‘. 

I  

2. May be densely settled in places. 

3. Public use areas may be in close 
proximity to river. 

4. New structures allowed for ,both 
habitation and for intensive recreation 
use. 

5. Management practice facilities per- 
mitted.’ 

6. Full range of agriculture land other 
resource uses may be permitted. 

., .. 



Rio Grande River Study Pepo,rj 

: ;  

bETERMIN!ATION’ OF SUITABILITY * 

The following is also taken from the Guidelinesjbr Fulfll~~g 1’ ,. Some factors to consider in the suitability ‘determination 
Requirements of the wild and Scenic RiversAct of September ’ ‘include, but are not limited to: 
1988: ..“‘.’ 1) Characteristics that do or ‘do not make the area a 

1. I Determination of Suitability: The determination of i worthy addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
$i$ab’ility is the third step in the river assessment and ’ System. 
evaluation process for section 5(a) and 5(d) rivers. This step. 
provides the basis for the decision to recommend designa- 

i 
2) Current status of landownership, use in the area, 

tion or: nondesignation of., an eligible river based on the ” including the amount of private land involved and as- 

resource alternatives studied: ‘m detail in the RMP, .as- ., ,: sociated or conflicting uses. 
;; 

sociated EIS, and related information developed. during :( : : 
resource management’planning. , :. +> : ;::. :!:.,’ ,, fi’:: 

‘J).Re&sonably foreseeable potential uses of the land 
. and related waters, .which.would be enhanced, foreclosed, 

a. IhIP Prefer&e: ‘Where’ possible, it is ad- 
vantageous to carry the river assessment through% the 
suitability determination and make that decision -m the 

I RMP. If a suitability determination is deferred on those 
rivers where the BLM has primary responsibility, the RMP 
must prescribe the protection (interim management 
prescriptions) to be provided for the river and adjacent 
public land area pending the suitability recommendation 
and, when necessary, subsequent action by the Congress. In 
order to provide realistic interim management prescrip- 
tions, the RMP should document the classification category 
of the appropriate segment(s) (wild, scenic, and/or recrea- 
tional), independent of the suitability or nonsuitability 
recommendation. The projected schedule for completing 
the study, recommendation concerning suitability, and 
other information will be set forth in the RMP also. (See 
VII1.B.s.). 

b. Eligible Rivers: All eligible river segments are 
evaluated for suitability using the BLM resource manage- 
ment planning process (except where study is deferred or 
where a legislatively mandated study requires an earlier 
deadline be met). Eligible WSR rivers, which are deter- 
mined nonsuitable for designation, can be released from 
further study only by State Directors through the RMP 
record of decision. For suitable WSR rivers, a separate 
appendix to the RMP and EIS document is encouraged for 
ease in preparing the WSR river study report/record of 
decision to Congress. Where a suitability determination 
cannot be made in the RMP, a separate legislative final EIS 
will be required as part of a separate study reporting pack- 
age (and plan amendment) to make that determination. 

: or ‘curtailed if the area were included in the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System, and the values which could be 

” foreclosed or diminished if the area is not protected as part 
of the.system. i 

4) Public, State, local, or Federal interest in desig- 
nation of the river, including the extent to which the ad- 
ministration of the river, including the costs thereof, may be 
shared by State, local, or other agencies and individuals. 

5) Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands and 
interests in lands and of administering the area ifit is added to 
the system. 

6) Ability of the agency to manage the river area or 
segment as a W&S river. 

7) Historical or existing rights which would be ad- 
versely affected as to foreclose, extinguish, curtail, in-fringe, 
or constitute a taking that would entitle the owner to just 
compensation if the area were included in the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. In the suitability analysis, ade- 
quate consideration will be given to rights held by owners, 
applicants, lessees, or claimants. 

8) Other 

c. Noneligible Rivers: 

1) BLM 5(d) WSR River Studies: Studies of rivers 
under thisSectionoftheActwillbediscontinueduponaf%ing 
of noneligibility in the BLM resource management planning 
process or subsequent WSR river study. In RMPs, the 
documentation supporting the eligibility assessment will nor- 
mally be put in an appendix to either the RMP or the as- 
sociated EIS. 
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2) Legislatively Mandated Studies: If a section S(a) Regikter 180 .days after congressional notification that such 
study river is found to be noneligible, the WSR river study ’ “: a ,determination has been made. This notice should also 
report/record of decision should describe the basis for the include a reference to termination of related NEPA com- 
noneligibility determination. The report should then be sub- pliance action, thereby eoncurrently terminating activities : 
milted to the Congress in accordance with section 7@) and the *for which a notice of intent had earlier been published. ’ 
Secretary of the Interior shall publish a notice in the Federal 

.I 
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Attachment 6 
,’ 

ALAMOSAjMONi’E C’IS?A NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE 
9383 El Rqncho Lane 

Al+mosa,Cqltirado 81101 

‘_ 

. , . , .  July 5, 1990 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Dennis Zachman, Area Manager, San Luis Resource Area, BLM 
,v. . 

FROM: Refuge Manager, Alamosa/Monte Vista NWR 

SUBJECT:, National Wild and Scenic River System Designation for -the Rio Grande 
River in Alamosa, Costilla and Conejos Counties, Colorado 

Thank you for inviting us to. meet with,you on June 22 to discuss the above 
subject. We learned a.great deal about BLM's views on the above subject, 
especially the classification criteria associated with Recreational river 
areas within the system. 

We feel the stretch of the Rio Grande adjacent to and running through the 
Alamosa National Wildlife Refuge should not be included in'the National Wild 
and Scenic River system due to,the following: 

1. Water management on Alamosa NWR requires the diversion of river 
water at two major points. .Qne being at the Chicago Ditch Dam located 
just south of Hwy 160'and the other at the New Ditch Dam located about 

' l-1/2 miles south of our refuge headquarters. While some river wate-r 
generally flows through outChicago Dam structure even while we are 
diverting water, very little (and sometimes no) water passes through the 
New Ditch Dam structure when we divert. However, all water return flows 
re-enter the river at the' refuges southern most boundary located about 5 
mile downstream of the New Ditch Dam structure, 

2. All public use on the refuge is permitted during daylight hours 
only. For wildlife viewing purposes we allow walking, hiking, and' 

,bicycling adjacent to the river along a 3 mile stretch south of our 
headquarters. River stretches about 1 mile above our headquarters as 
well as about 5 miles below the aforementioned 3 mile open area are 
closed to the public. Both.the daylight hours only.as. well as the 
closed areas restrictions are necessary to minimize disturbances to 
wildlife and still provide adequate sanctuary. 
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We do feel the Rio Grande highly deserves National Wild and Scenic River 
designation from the LaSauces bridge down stream to the State line and will 
gladly support that effort. 

If we can be of further assistance, please contact us. 

cc: Ray Rauch 
Paul Zogg, Colqrado Wildlife Federation 
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Atfzictiment 7 

4310JB 

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 
i 

[CO-oso-4333-091 

Notice of Interim Management for Protection of Wild & Scenic River Values 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, Interior 

ACTION: The Bureau of Land Management, Cafion City District, San Luis Resource Area has determined that 41 miles 
of the Rio Grande River in Colorado is eligible for consideration as a potential addition to the National Wild and Scenic 
River System. This determination was made as a part of the San Luis Resource Management Plan process in accordance 
with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), 43 CFR 1600, the Guidance for the Identification 
and Evaluation of Potential Additions to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the USDI-USDA Final Revised 
Guidelines for Eligibility, Classification and Management of River Areas, and BLM Manual Section 1623.4lA2d. 

SUMMARY: A resource management plan (RMP) is being prepared for the San Luis Resource Area of Colorado. 
Assessment of potential additions to the National Wild and Scenic River System is included in this planning effort. A total 
of 32 streams or segments of streams have been analyzed to date, and the 41-mile segment of the the Rio Grande River in 
Colorado meets the eligibility criteria. This segment of the river is “free-flowing” and has “outstandingly remarkable values;” 
therefore, this stretch needs adequate interim protection until a final decision is reached. 

The 41-mile segment of the Rio Grande River, which is the last 41 miles of this river within Colorado, has been tentatively 
classified as follows: the upper 33 miles meets the “Scenic” classification criteria, and the lower 8 miles meets the “Wild” 
classification criteria. These tentative classifications are based on conditions of the river corridor as they exist at this time. 

Management activities and authorized uses shall not be allowed to adversely affect the eligibility or classification of this 
river. Management prescriptions for this river corridor should provide for protection in three ways: 

1. The free-flowing characteristics of the river cannot be modified, to the extent that BLM is authorized under law to 
control,stream impoundments and diversions. 

2. Outstandingly remarkable values must be protected, and to the extent practicable, enhanced. 

3. Management and development of the river corridor cannot be modified to the degree that eligibility or classification 
is changed. 

A study report is being prepared and will be an appendix to the proposed resource management plan/final environmental 
impact study and documents the application of the Eligibility/Classification/Suitability Criteria. The study report is being 
included as an integral part of the RMP process documentation. The determination within the RMP will be a preliminary 
administrative recommendation for designation or nondesignation depending on the suitability analysis. This recommen- 
dation will receive further review and possible modification by the Director of the BLM, the Secretary of the Interior, and 
the President of the United States. Final decisions have been reserved by the U.S. Congress. 

DATES: Interim protective management on public lands along this 41-mile river corridor will exist for a period not exceeding 
5 years from the date of thii publication or until such time as a final decision has been made, whichever occurs first. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Interested parties may obtain more information by writing; RMP Project, 
Bureau of Land Management, P.O. Box 1171, Canon City, Colorado 812151171 or by contacting the Project Leader, Dave 
Taliaferro at (719) 2750631. 

Donnie R. Sparks 
District Manager 

(This notice was issued November 16, 1990) 
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Figure 1 

View at dusk looking north up through Segment A of Rio Grande River Corridor from near 
Lasauses Cemetery 
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Figure 2 

View of Rio Grande River Corridor at dusk in Segment B with Brownie Hills (right) and Fair 
Hills (left) just below Lasauses Cemetery. 
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Figure 3 

View of recreational rafting in “Lower Box” of Segment C of Rio Grande River Corridor. 
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Letters and Oral Testimony 

APPENDIX B 
”  

LETTERS AND ORAL TESTIMONY .I’:’ 
RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COM- I”- 

MENT PERIOD 

All of the public comment letters and oral testimonies are 
reproduced in this section. Letters are identified by num- 
ber; hearing testimonies by an “H” plus a number. The 

relevant comment number is on the letter and hear& 
transcript in brackets. 
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terest in the BLM planning process. 
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APPENDIX C 

FLUID MINERALS MANAGEMENT 
BLM AUTHORITY AND RESPON- 
SIBILITIES FOR OIL AND GAS 
OPERATIONS 

The BLM has responsibility for environmental protection, 
public health, and safety related to oil and gas operations 
on BLM-administered lands. There are three pieces of 
legislation that give primary direction to BLM for these 
operations: the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, 
theNationalEnvironmentaZPoZicyAct of 1969 (NEPA), and 
the Federal Land Policy ManagementAct of 1976 (FLPMA). 
There is other legislation that affects various aspects of 
development. Most notably, these include laws to protect 
cultural resources and endangered species. 

The law that directs BLM to make public land available for 
development of oil and gas resources is the Mineral Leasing 
Act. This legislation directs BLM to make all public land 
available for oil and gas df$elopment with the exception of 
specific lands, such as national parks, which are listed in the 
Act or its amendments 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
directs all Federal agencies to analyze and disclose to the 
public the impacts of major Federal actions. Oil and gas 
leasing is a major Federal action by definition. Thk BLM 
prepares an environmental impact statement (EIS) to fulfill 
the mandate of NEPA (hence, this document). 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(FLPMA) instructs BLM to prepare and disclose to the 
public its plans for the lands under its jurisdiction. Since the 
Mineral Leasing Act requires availability of public land for 
leasing and since the leasing could lead to development that 
may have impacts on the environment, all three pieces of 
legislation are tied together in a workable process to ac- 
complish the Congressional intent, The primary focus of the 
process for oil and gas development is the BLM resource 
management plan/environmental impact statement 
(RMP/EIS). Within the RMP, plans are disclosed for 
development/conservation of oil and gas (as well as all other 
resources and values). The RMP also serves to analyze and 
disclose the environmental impacts of the projected 
development. 

Once decisions have been reached through the planning 
process as to what lands are available for leasing and under 
what conditions, they are offered for sale at auction. Those 
people interested in purchasing oil and gas leases may 
nominate a parcel, or BLM may offer parcels of its choosing. 

In either case, the proposed parcel must conform to the 
RMP decisions Bnd be offered for sale at a public auction. 
Those parcels that do not sell at the auction are available 
for noncompetitive sale for a 2-year period thereafter. 

Management decisions are incorporated into the lease 
document as stipulations and notices before it is issued. 
Public notice of the sale (which includes the list of parcels 
offered, their location, and the stipulations to be attached) 
is given 45 days prior to the sale. Significant change to the 
stipulations made after the lease is issued is also posted for 
public notice for 30 days prior to making the change. 

The purchaser of a lease at the auction must bid at least 2 
dollars per acre. The bonus bid must be paid at the sale, and 
the rent is due at the beginning of each new year as long as 
the lease is held and is not producing. Leases purchased at 
auction may be held for 5 years without production. Leases 
purchased noncompetitively after the auction may be held 
in nonproducing status for 10 years. If the lessee establishes 
production, a royalty of 12 l/2 percent must be paid to the 
government. Half of that money is returned to the state and 
county of origin for their use. The, other half goes into the 
Federal treasury earmarked for reclamation projects, the 
National Forest System, National Park Service, etc. 

Separate from leasing actions, geophysical explorationists 
‘may explore for oil and gas on public land. Geophysical 
exploration on public land requires approval of the methods 
employed and mitigation of impacts. The BLM resource 
area office must receive a copy of the Notice of Intent to 
perform geophysical operations. The exploration plan is 
analyzed for conformance with the resource area resource 
management plan/EIS and mitigative measures and 
reclamation requirements are attached to the approval. 
BLM specialists examine the Notice of Intent (the plan of 
operations) and the site, or “line,” to be explored, as well as 
the RMP in determining appropriate mitigative measures 
and reclamation requirements. 

The majority of geophysical exploration operations con- 
ducted on public lands are done by exploration companies. 
Some are associated with petroleum producers, many are 
not. Geophysical exploration operations may also be con- 
ducted on a lease held by the lessee with the same require- 
ments for mitigation of impacts and reclamation. (See 
further discussion of oil and gas exploration below. ) 

A well must be dried in order to produce oil and/or gas 
from the lease. Before drilling a well, the lessee, or an 
operator for the lessee, must file an Application for Permit 
lo Drill (APD). The operator must file the application with 
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the district or resource area office in which the action will 
take place. The application must include a plan for the 
drilling of the well and a plan for the protection of the 
surface and enviromnent. The drilling plan contains infor- 
mation as to the depth of the well, how it will be constructed, 
how groundwater and other mineral resources will be 
protected, and how blow-outs and other emergencies will 
be prevented or addressed. The surface use plan covers 
such concerns as the location and amount of surface distur- 
bance and how that disturbance will be reduced or 
eliminated. It covers mitigation of impacts to wildlife, cul- 
tural resources, vegetation, soil, surface water, and other 
land uses and values. Each resource/value is evaluated in 
light of the RMP decisions. The operator is responsible for 
incorporating all RMP decisions in the proposed APD. If 
the ‘APD does not have the appropriate information and 
mitigation incorporated, the application may be modified 
or rejected. In most APDs in Colorado, i the’-few :RMP 
decisions not incorporated by the operator are attached to 

,-the approved application by the BLM as Conditions. of 
Approval (CCAs). ,, : ) ,.: ,,. y 

At a-minimum, each APD is reviewed by a BLM geologist, 
petroleum engineer, and surface reclamation speciaIist,and 
by the Authorizing Officer (area or district manager). The 

:geologist evaluates the need for groundwater and other 
mineral resource protection and the structural competency 

_.of casing point formations. The petroleum engineer 
, evaluates the drilling plan, the well construction, and the 
safety of the operation. The surface reclamation specialist 
evaluates the surface plan, checks the proposal against the 
RMP and other guidance, conducts the onsite inspection, 
analyxes impacts, proposes mitigation, and writes the en- 
vironmental assessment @A). The surface reclamation 
specialist also calls on. other expertise as needed in the 
analysis of impacts and recommendation of mitigation and 
reclamation requirements. For example, the BLM ar- 
chaeologist would recommend any needed mitigation for 
impacts to cultural resources. 

APD information is posted in the local authorizing office 
for a 30-day public notice period; The APD may not be 
approved until the comment period has expired. Each lease 
where an APD is proposed is checked to determine if a bond 
has been posted to cover abandonment of the well should 

‘the lessee/operator default on their obligations under the 
lease. Each application is evaluated as described above, and 
subjected to a field inspection of all proposed disturbed 
areas. Appropriate, site-specific mitigation is then attached 
.to the APD as COAs. A cultural resource inventory is 
‘conducted for each APD, and a report sent to the dis- 
trict/resource area archaeologist for evaluation. In desig- 
nated areas, endangered species or .other inventories may 
be conducted. The proposal is subjected to a National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review (an EA) that 
‘checks for conformance with the RMP and determines 
whether or not there is a need for additional review (i. e. , 
.an’expanded’EA or environmental impact statement). EAs 
_ ! ,‘> : 

are prepared for all APDs on Federal lands in Colorado. 
When all impacts are analyzed, all necessary mitigation 
incorporated, and the public notice period expired, the 
APD may be approved. 

In cases where the proposed well is obviously part of a larger 
field development, and such development has not already 
been scrutinized by a NEPA document other than the RMP, 
a “field development” EA is prepared. This EA looks at 
conformance of the specific field development with the 
general development analyzed in the RMI? As with the APD 
EA, an EIS is prepared if the projected field development 
does not conform with the analysis of field development in 
the RMI? 

Over the life of a,field, other operations, such as construc- 
tion of power lines, pipelines, use of secondary and tertiary 
recovery methods, and other production facilities may be- 
come necessary. Each new surface disturbance is subjected 
to. the same RMP test. Each is analyzed to determine im- 
pacts and mitigation. New ideas and technology are incor- 
porated into new mitigative measures as they become 
available and when they do not impact the lease rights 
granted; New ideas and technology may. also require 
amendment or maintenance of the RMP/EIS prior to use’as 
-mitigation: 

As the yell(s) plays out and comes to the end of its useful- 
ness, it is abandoned and the disturbed area reclaimed. The 
operator must submit an abandonment notice for approval. 
The notice is evaluated by a geologist and a petroleum 
engineer to determine that the well will be plugged to 
protect usable water zones, other mineral resources, and the 
surface from contamination by any oil or gas that might leak 
up from the depleted reservoir or other fluids and gases up 
hole or on the surface that could migrate through the old 
well bore (and casing if left in place) to harm other resour- 
ces. The surface reclamation specialist checks the final 
reclamation proposal to ensure it is in accordance with the 
original APD requirements, and, in some cases, incor- 
porates the latest methods of reclamation. Reclamation is 
required to restore the well site, road, and other disturban- 
ces to as an original (or better) condition as possible. The 
surface reclamation specialist also inspects the location 
once or twice at approximately l-year intervals to-monitor 
the progress of reclamation. If the reclamation does not 
meet the requirement set out in the APD, the operator will 
re-do those portions necessary to complete the goals for the 
reclaimed area. The well will continue to be monitored until 
the surface reclamation specialist is satisfied that the 
reclamation has succeeded and the location is stable. 

The BLM authority to require reclamation has only existed 
since the passage of the Fed&al Land Policy Management 
Act of 1976 Wells abandoned prior to that time were 
reclaimed haphaxardly at best and primarily as gratis by the 
companies involved. These older unreclaimed sites are 
reclaimed by the BLM as the need arises and money is 
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available. In the majority of cases “natural reclamation” has 
stabiid and revegetated the site. An attempt to further 
reclaim the location at this time would do more harm than 
good. BLM only reclaims such locations when a serious 
erosional or other problem has developed. Some un- 
reclaimed locations are reclaimed by a new lessee as part of 
a new lease agreement. 

Field operations are inspecteg by BLM to ensure accoullt- 
ability of royalties and compliance with the lease and permit 
safety and environmental requirements. Field inspections 
to wells are made at the predrill, construction, driig, and 
production phases. Inspections are also made at the plug- 
ging of the well, during reclamation, and periodically there- 
after as necessary to erisure the reclamation is effective. 
Petroleum engineering technicians and surface reclamation 
specialists ha& primary responsibility for field inspections, 
however, other specialists may inspect wells’ aS &e&ed. 
Epically these specialists include petrole- engineers, 
geologists, archaeologists, %&ilif~ biblogists, range cons&- 
vationists, and others. * 

The primary function of the petroleum engineering ‘tech- 
nician is to account for a&curate and complete measurement 
of production. They perform inspections to check the instal- 
lation and calibration of measuring devices such as tanks for 
oil and flow meters for gas. Petroleum engineering tech- 
nicians also inspect for environmental, public health, and 
safety concerns. 

Operatbrs are requiied to submit monthly production 
reports, which go to the Minerals Management Service 
(MMS) and are available to the BLM inspectors electroni- 
cally. The BLM verifies the report in the field ed the Ml$S 
verifies the royalty payment. The two agencies jvork 
together to ensure that all production is atiunted for add 
royalty is paid. 

Operations within the jurisdiction of other Federal or @ate 
and local agencies may also be field inspected by those 
agencies. The BLM has several agreements with other agen- 
cies that specify conditions where the BLM will notify the 
agency of violations within that agency’s jurisdiction axid in 
turn the agency will notify the BLM of violations within its 
jurisdiction. 

Oil and Gas Exploration and Develop- 
ment 

Oil and gas exploration and development activities 
progr&s through five phases, which are, in part, sequeni 
tial and may overlap in time: preliminary exploration, 
tixploratory drilling, development, production, and aban- 
donment. Leases are obtained before the second phase 
(exploratory drilling). I._, 

*, . . 
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Preliminary Exploration 

Petroleum &ploration occurs in unexplored portions of 
areas where petroleum is known or thought to occur in 
commercial quantities. An area where petroleum is thought 
to occur in commercial quantities is known as a frontier or 
rank wildcat area. With declining known oil and gas sup- 
$iks, it has become profitable to explore for oil and gas in 
less promismg geological provinces and in areas where the 
@mate, terrain, depth of deposits, and other obstacles have 
discouraged previous efforts. Increasingly sophisticattid ex- 
ploration t&niques, improved oil and gas drilling, and 
transportation technologies have also enhanced prospects 
for locating, extracting, and marketing petroleum resour- 
ces. 

Geological Exploration 
. . 
Where the bedrock geology of an area is well exposed, it is 
often pos&ible to predict where oil might gather. The poten- 
tial tr!ps (anticlines, faults, or formations with varying 
porosity) can sometimes be located with the aid of publish- 
ed geologic maps, aerial photos, and landsat imagery. Oc- 
casionally, additional data will be gathkred by aircraft. Low 
altitude reconnaissance flights, frequently at elevations of 
100 to 500 feet, help identify rock outcrops that can be 
studied later on the ground. Next, one or more geologists 
may examine and sample the rock outcrops in the area and 
map the surface geology. Geological exploration can’ be 
performed with little surface damage; four-wheel drive 
Ipickups, motorcycles, or all terrain vehicles can be used to 
cover the area. 

Geophy&qal Expiorqtlon 

Subsurface geology is not always accurately indicated by 
surface outcroppings. In such cases, geophysical prospect- 
ing methods are used to define subsurface structure. Three 
geophysical survey techniques can be used to detine subsur- 
face characteristics through measurements of the gravita- 
tional field, the magnetic field, and seismic reflections. 

Gravity and magnetic surveys indirectly measure course 
subsurface structure. The fieldwork involves small portable 
units, which are easily transported via light off-highway 
vehicles, such as four-wheel drive pickups and jeeps, or 
aircraft. Off-highway vehicle traffic is common in these two 
rypes of surveys. Sometimes, small holes (approximately 1 
inch by 2 inches by 2 &he&) are hand dug for instrument 
placement at the survey measure points. These two surveys 
can make measurements along defined lines, but it is more 
common to have a grid of discrete measurement stations. 

.S$smic reflection surveys are the most common ,of the 
geophysical methods and produce the most detailed subsur- 
face information. The seismic method detects subsurface 
geologic structural information by producing a source wave 
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at or near the surface that bounces off subsurface layers. 
The “echoes” or seismic reflections are recorded as a func- 
tion of time. The deeper the subsurface reflecting layer, the 
later in time it is detected. The weak seismic reflections are 
detected at the surface by arrays (groups) of seismometers 
or geophohes that are very similar to microphones. The 
geophone electrical signals are sent .by a connecting-cable 
to the recorder unit where the signals are amplified and then 
recorded on a multi-track magnetic tape. ., 

., 
The tape is later sent to a computing center where it is 
rearranged and computer enhanced,to.present the subsur:. 
face reflections in a graphic picture called aSeismicSection. 
The seismic reflections are very weak requiring very sensi- 
tive geophones. While the geophones can “hear” the desired 
reflections, they also detect: cars and trucks, people and 
animals moving about, water wells pumping, airphanes (at 
tens of thousands of feet in the air), trains (many miles,, 
away), the wind blowing, and trees and shrubs moving in the: 
wind. _, !‘.‘,;!:“ 2, 

Any of these other activities Can produce a “noise” at the 
geophone, which often is stronger than the desired seismic, 
reflections. 

The seismic reflection method needs the seismic source :a& 
geophone arrays along a straight line. Sometimes,itispos:; 
sible to work along existing roads if the roads are straight. 
Where practical, existing roads are used to facilitate access 
to the seismic operations. The geophone arrays are normal- 
ly straight along the line length. In diflicult seismic data 
areas, however, they may have considerable width. 

To understand the subsurface structures in three dimen- 
sions, it is necessary to have seismic lines recorded in a 
“cross” or line gridded pattern. The grid spacing between 
lines can be from a fraction of a mile apart to many miles 
apart depending on the exploration purpose. The explora- 
tion purpose will also determine what latitude, if any, there 
is in moving these lines. 

-The work of a seismic crew begins with the permit agent 
obtaining permits from private landowners and government 
agencies. 

The survey crew next places pin flags and other markers at 
uniform intervals along the seismic line and carefully 
measures the markers in relation to precisely known 
geographic locations. For a shot hole explosive seismic 
source, drilling rigs will be working on the seismic line. 
When the complete seismic line is ready, the geophone crew 
arrives and places the geophones in arrays in precise loca- 
tions to the flagging and lay connecting cables between the 
geophone arrays and the recorder unit. After the seismic 
reflection data is recorded, the geophone crew picks up all 
the geophones and connecting cables and cleans up the 

seismic line. Most of these individual steps involve one or. 
more equipment trucks to travel the seismic line if the 
terrain is driveable. ~ 

The seismic reflection method is usually referred to by the: 
type. of seismic source. The most common seismic sources 
arevibrator, shot hole explosive, and surface explosive. 

The geophysicist, in determining the seismic exploration 
program parameters, will pick the most appropriate seismic 
source based on the depth of exploration interest and the 
degree of detail needed to define the subsurface structure. 
Vibrator Source 

‘. ..’ r 
The vibrator method uses a 4x4 or 4x6 wheel drive truck or, 
buggy mounted hydraulic vibrator source. Their primary 
physical feature is a pad (about 4 feet square) that is slowly 
lowered from the center of the truck or buggy to make 
contact.with ,the ground., Connected to the pad is the reac-.f 
tion mass. The reaction mass is moved a few inches up and, 
down hydrauljcally in a wefully controlled manner to send, 
a seismic source wave into the ground. : I. 

: ‘, 
‘&vibrator is a .weak seismic source and requires two, to, 
eight vibrators working together to create detectable reflec- j 
tions. Since it is a weak source, it has been used successfully 
to gather seismic reflection information in difficult high 
population areas such as Los Angeles and Paris. : 

::.. $I, 
lb be.able to use the vibrator source method, it is required 
that the seismic line goes along a straight road, or if cross 
country, over gentle, rolling driveable terrain. 

Conventional Drilled Shot Hole Source 

The shot hole explosive source requires the drilling of a hole 
to a predetermined depth, placing explosives at the bottom 
of the hole and back filling the hole with cuttings if the hole 
is air filled, or bentonite chips if the hole is naturally water 
filled. 

Shot hole drilling depths will range normally from 25 to 200 
feet. The explosive charge size can range from 5 to 50 
pounds.Theholediameteristypically2to6inches.Thedrill 
rigs are most often truck or buggy mounted. Cuttings from 
drilling the hole are normally scattered by hand near the 
shot hole or put back in the shot hole alter explosive charge 
placement. Proper preplugging of the shot hole with 
tamped cuttings or bentonite chips prevent the view com- 
monly shown in the movies of holes “blowing out. ’ There 
are some special source testing situations that need the 
detonation of charges in open holes. A shot hole that “blows 
out” causes a very poor seismic source wave that is very 
detrimental to the seismic reflection method. Detonation of 
a properly preplugged shot hole will create the best seismic 
source wave and cause no surface disturbance. 
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Portable Drilled Shot Hole Source 

Special limited depth drii rigs can be moved in pieces by a 
helicopter. Helicopter portable drills are used where ac- 
cess limitations or topography, restraints prevent use of 
conventional truck or buggy mounted drill rigs; This is a very 
expensive option, which also places significant limits on the 
depth of drilling, and consequently, the sixe of the explosive 
charge. These limits can severely restrict the reflection 
methods ability to define subsurface structures. 

Surface Explosive Source 

The surface explosive source method involves placing puds 
(pouches) of explosives on a number of stakes driven into 
the ground. This is also called the Poulter method;named 
after its developer. 

The explosive puds range in size from 1 to 5 pounds. The 
stakes are typically 4 to 8 feet in height. The number of 
stakes used in the source array can range from a~few to the 
more common 10. Occasionally the explosives are placed on 
the ground or snow, but this is a less effective source wave 
technique. Use of tall (dfoot) stakes or placing the ex- 
plosives on the surface of deep snow results in little visible 
surface disturbance, in ,contrast to the noise level of the 
detonations. The surface explosive method is very mobile. 
Generally 4x4 vehicles are used for transportation, although 
it can be supported with animal pack teams or helicopters. 

.1, ,  
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Mlnl-hole Explosive Source 

The mini-hole explosive source can be used in favorable 
conditions. A very small portable unit is use to drill a 
number (a source array) of small diameter shallow holes. 
The holes are usually 2 to 3 inches in diameter, drilled to 
depths of 5 to 15 feet and each hole loaded with a small, 1 
pound or less, explosive charge. These holes are detonated 
simultaneously to produce a seismic source wave. This 
method, however, is usually limited to defining shallow 
subsurface structures, and therefore, cannot often be sub- 
stituted for the signiEcantly more effective deep shot holes. 

A given area may be explored several times by the same or 
different companies over a period of time. Multiple explora- 
tion is undertaken for a variety of reasons--first attempts 
may have been unsuccessful, the depth of exploration inter- 
est may have changed, other competitive companies want 
their own information, or improved techniques and/or 
equipment are used. 

All the work required to obtain exploration seismic data 
does not guarantee that the data w indicate any necessary 
subsurface structures--let alone a subsurface structure con- 
taining hydrocarbons. For the explorationist, the unfor- 
tunate reality is that obtaining seismic data most often leads 
to the decision that an area does not have adequate subsur- 
face structures or structures containing economic hydrocar- 
bons and therefore no driig will follow. 
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TYPES OF OIL AND GAS DRILLING 
AND PRODUCTION 

Oil and gas wells are drilled primarily with rotary drilling 
rigs. The rigs use mud or compressed air as a medium to 
cool the drilling tools, carry cuttings to.the surface, and, in 
the case of mud, to stabilize the drilled hole. In the early 
days of drilling, the “cable tool” rig was the predominant 
method of drilling. Cable tools were largely replaced by 
rotary rigs in the 1950s. Some of the oldest wells still produc- 
ing in Colorado were drilled with cable tool rigs. 

The method of drilling is generally the same regardless ,of 
the target production. The depth of the target usually has 
more to do with the method of drilling than the type of 
production. In general, .deeper wells, require larger rigs, 
which in turn require larger drii pads. Because oil is more 
valuable than gas, gas wells tend to be shallower iu depth. 
The reason- is that deeper. wells cost more and the lower 
profitability of gas production means they do not bear the 
higher cost of deeper wells. The size of the anticipated 
production also has a bearing on the expense a given 
production will bear. For example, a very large gas produc- 
ing reservoir may better bear the cost of deeper drilling than 
a shallow, low producing oil reservoir. But;all else being the 
same, deeper reservoirs cost more to develop than shallow 
ones. 

The biggest differences among the various types of oil and 
gas wells occur in the production phase of operations. The 
same basic rotary drilling methods are used for drilling all 
types of oil and gas wells. 

Oil and Gas Co-Production. 

Reservoirs that produce both oil and natural gas require the 
siting of facilities for the production, clean-up, and storage 
and/or transportation of the products on location (i. e. , the 
well pad). If the well produces naturally, that is the gas and 
oil flow to the surface under natural pressures, only a series 
of pipes and valves at the well “head” are required to regu- 
late the flow of product to the surface. If there is no, or 
insufficient, natural pressure, a pump is installed to lit the 
product to the surface. Once the oil and gas comes,to the 
surface, it travels through pipes to separation equipment 
where water and gases such as carbon dioxide are removed, 
and the gas and oil are separated. The water and oil are 
piped to respective storage facilities and the gas put into a 
transmission pipeline. In a few cases, separation/clean-up 
and/or storage facilities are located off the well pad for 
common use by more than one well. But, in the great 
majority of the wells in the .study area, all facilities are 
located on.the same pad on which the.&ell was drilled. 

C-6 

Gas is transported to market through a network ofgathering 
pipelines from each well to a transmission line. The gather- 

ing system usually consists of pipe of 2 to-4 inches in 
diameter, which is laid on the ground or buried several feet 
below the surface. BLM most often requires that lines be 
laid near the access road or buried under it to save addition- 
al surface disturbance. Measurement of gas is usually 
through a differential pressure recorder on the well pad. 

Oil is produced into tanks either on the well pad or a 
common tank near the well. The oil is measured for sale 
from these tanks and transported to distribution points by 
special truck. In the case of some highly productive fields, 
oil carrying pipelines may be laid to a distribution point or 
refinery. In these cases, there is a network of pipelines to 
each well similar to that for the gas gathering system. The 
oil gathering lines are usually 4 to 6 inches in diameter, and 
measurement is either through a sales tank or a sales meter 
attached to the line. 

In some areas, hydrogen Mide (also known as H2S br soy’ 
gas) may be found with the hydrocarbon production.’ In 
these cases, special stainless steel pipe is used to contain the 
production until the hydrogen-sulfide can be separated 
from the hydrocarbons. The hydrogen sulfide is disposed of 
by incineration or neutralized by sulfur extraction. 

Oil Production 

‘Epically, oil is produced in association with water and gas; 
however, in some cases oil is produced with almost no water 
nor associated gas. The facilities to produce such oil are the 
same as those described above without the equipment for 
gas cleanup and measurement. 

Dry Gas Production 

Dry gas is a term applied to any natural gas produced 
without oil. It usually has some water associated and may 
have a small amount of light liquid hydrocarbons, called 
“drip” or condensate. Dry gas wells typically have only a 
“christmas tree” or valve/gauge assembly, showing above 
ground. Production facilities may include a pit or tank for 
the collection of separated produced water and a small tank 
for the storage of the liquid hydrocarbons. As with oil and 
gas production, there is a gathering pipeline and sales meter 
for gas distribution. 

Carbon Dioxide Production 

Carbon dioxide is produced in a manner similar to dry gas. 
But, carbon dioxide, in combination with water, may form 
carbonic acid, which is very corrosive. The produced gas, 
therefore, must be “cleaned” (impurities removed) as soon 
as possible after it reaches the surface. For that reason, 
stainless steel piping is used from well head to separator, 
and separators are placed as close as possible to the well 
head. Usually a single large separator is located to service 



several wells. The use of some stainless steel -pipe and 
common separators are the two most distinguishing surface 
features of carbon dioxide production. 

Exploratory Drilling 

Drilling does not begin until a lease has been acquired by 
the ‘operator. When preliminary investigations are 
favorable and warrant further exploration, exploratorydrill- 
ixig may be justified. Stratigraphic tests and wildcat tests are 
the two types of exploratory drill holes. 

“Strat” tests involve driiling relatively shallow holes to sup- 
plement seismic data. The holes are usually from 100 to 
several thousand feet deep, and are drilled primarily by 
rotary drii rigs. As the rock is dried, the resulting rock 
chips are brought to the surface by a high-pressure airflow 
or circulating drilling mud. Samples of these chips are 
collected, bagged, and identified as to depth of origin. They 
are then studied by a geologist to determine such data as 
rock type, age, and formation. 

‘l+uck-mounted drilling equipment for strat tests is fairly 
mobile; therefore, roads and trails to test sites on level solid 
ground are temporary and involve minimal construction. In 
hilly or mountainous areas, more road building is necessary. 

Generally; access roads are bladed 12 to 14 feet wide and 
are not crowned nor ditched. Some roads may simply be 
surface scraped; i. e. , vegetation is clipped off next to the 
soil surface. Other roads may require cuts in excess of 20 
feet and tills exceeding 10 feet. Strat tests requiring a large 
amount of construction (i. e. , several acres of cut and fill 
described previously) are unusual since construction costs 
may outweigh the information gained. 

A space of about one-half acre or less is leveled and cleared 
of vegetation for the average drill site. If high pressure air 
is used to remove rock chips or rock cuttings, rock dust may 
be emitted into the air when samples are not being collected. 
If mud is used as a drilling fluid, mud pits may be dug; more 
commonly, portable mud tanks are used. Usually 1 to 3 days 
are required to drill the test holes, depending on depth to. 
and hardness of the bedrock. In areas with shallow, high- 
pressure, water bearing zones, casing may be required to 
keep water out of the hole. 

After the surface and subsurface geological studies, the 
seismic, and other geophysical surveys, comes the evalua- 
tion of the prospect. Only by drilling a wildcat well (a well 
drilled in unproved territory) will the oil company know if 
the rocks in the prospect they have identified contain oil or 
gas.. 

Nationally, about 1 in 16 wildcat wells produces significant 
amounts of oil or gas. Locally, success ratios may be as high 
as one in 10. The deeper wells may require several months 
or more to complete; shallower wells up to a few thousand 
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feet deep may be completed in as little as a few weeks. As a 
general rule, the deeper the test, the larger the drilling rig 
and facilities required. 

Prior to approval for drilling, onsite inspections are con- 
ducted with the proposed drill pad and access road staked 
out, to assess potential impacts and attach appropriate 
mitigative conditions to the permit to drill. A drii “pad” 
(well site) from 1 to 4 acres in size is then cleared of all 
vegetation, and leveled for the drii rig, mud pumps, mud 
(or reserve) pit, generators, pipe rack, and tool house. 
Topsoil and native vegetation are usually removed, and 
stockpiled for use in the reclamation process. The mud pit 
may be lined with plastic or bentonite to prevent fluid loss 
or prevent contamination of water resources. Other 
facilities such as storage tanks for water and fuel are located 
on the pad or are positioned nearby on a separate cleared 
area. If the well site is not large enough for the equipment 
required to rig-up (prepare the drilling rig for operation), a 
separate staging area may be constructed. Staging areas are 
usually no larger than 200 by 200 feet and may simply be a 
wide flat spot along the access road on which vehicles and 
equipment are parked. 

Five thousand to 15,000 gallons of water a day may be 
needed for mixing driig mud, cleaning equipment, cool- 
ing engines, etc, for each well. A-surface pipeline may be 
laid to a stream or a water well, or the water may be trucked 
to the site from ponds or streams in the area. 

The rigs are very large and may be moved in pieces. In some 
instances, rigs can be moved short distances on level terrain 
with little or no dismantling of equipment, which will short- 
en the tearing-down and rigging-up time. Moving a dii- 
mantled rig involves use of heavy trucking equipment for 
transportation, and crews to erect the rig. Gross weight of 
vehicles may run in excess of 80,000 pounds. 

In order to move a drill rig and well service equipment from 
one site to another, and to allow access to each site, tem- 
porary roads may be built, These roads are generally 16 to 
18 feet wide (driving surface) and maybe as short as 200 feet 
or as long as 10 miles or more. Bulldozers, graders, and 
other types of heavy equipment are used to construct and 
maintain temporary wildcat roads. - 

The start of a well is called “spudding in.” A short piece of 
tubing called conductor pipe is forced ‘into the ground 
(sometimes with a piledriver), and cemented in place. This 
keeps surface sand and dirt from sloughing into the well 
hole. Next, the regular drill bit and drill‘string (the column 
of drii pipe) take over. These pa@ vertically through a 
heavy steel turntable (the rotary table) on the derrick floor 
and the conductor pipe. The rotary table is geared to one or 
more engines, and rotates the drii string and bit. .As the bit 
bores deeper into the earth, the drill string is lengthened by 
adding.more pipe to the upper end. (See Figure A:l). 
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Appendix C 
FIGURE A;1 

1, Velt is .mtlolly started with 
an, oversrted btt and drllled 
up to 50 feet deep. A 
large-dtaneter pipe known 
as a conductor pipe ts * 
lowered veto the ho!e to 
keep surface sorl from. 
sluffm~~ Into the hole whrle 
the surface casing hoie b 
being drilled out, 

3. Surface casing hole IS drltled 
out from lnslde the conductor 
pipe to a predetermined 
depth typrcally about 10% 
of the total depth: L 

2, Cement Ii plaied In the 
annulus (the space between 
the weU hole and the pipe 
or between a smaller and 
larger pipe>. 

.k 
Qurfbce 

Casing 

4. Surface coslng Is lowered 
Into the hole, 
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. 

-‘Annutus 

5. Cement IS pumped down the 
surf ace casing and forced up 
the outslde through the 
annulus, The cement Is uSed 
to hoid the surface casing 
In place. It protects shol\ow 
fresh rater and other nlneral 
zones, 

The nternedlat~mg, or production 
rasing IS iowered into the hole. 
Zenent IS pumped down the casing and 
up the outside through the cnnulus 
to seal the castng m piace, This 
cenmt WIN also isolate and protect 
all hydrocarbon-bearing zones, fresh 
water zones, and other zones of. Interest 

6. The well IS deepened using a 
bit smaller than the surface 
casing. The well Is now drllled 
to Its’ fina.l depth In deep 
welk, mtermedlate casing IS 
set before drYRIng to the 
finat depth !. ./, 

/ 
. . 

Once the production casing .IS ln p’lace, 
,erforatlons are made through the casing 
.nd cenent Into the producmg fornatlon. i 
‘echnlques are then used to increase the 
‘iow of 011 .and -gas, Into the well. 
‘roductlon tubing IS hung down the wet\ 
:o the producrng zone. IllI and gas flor i 
vto the well and either f\or or are ) 
umped up the productlon tu:::;ng to the i 
urf ace, 
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Once the hole reaches a depth of several hundred feet, 
another string of pipe (the surface casing) is set inside the 
conductor pipe and cemented in place by pumping cement 
between the casing and hole wall. Surface casing acts as a 
safety device to protect freshwater zones (aquifers) from 
drilling fluid contamination. To prevent the well from “blow- 
ing out” in the event the drill bit hits a high pressure zone, 
“blowout preventers” (large metal rams) are installed 
around the surface casing just below the derrick floor. These 
rams will close around, crushing the drii string and sealing 
the well in the event of a blowout. 

After setting the surface casing, drilling resumes using a 
smaller diameter bit. Depending on well conditions, addi- 
tional strings of casings (intermediate casing) may be run 
(installed) before the well reaches the objective depth (total 
depth or “T. D. “). 

During drilling, a mixture of water, clay, and chemical ad- 
ditives known as “mud” are continuously pumped down the 
drill pipe. 

It exits through holes in the bit and returns to the surface 
outside the drill pipe. As the mud circulates, it cleans and 
cools the bit and carries the rock chips (cuttings) to the 
surface. 

It also helps to seal off the sides of the hole (thus preventing 
cave-ins), and to control the pressure of any water, gas, or 
oil encountered by the drill bit. 

The mud is the fast line of defense against a possible 
blow-out since it is used to control pressure. It is for this 
reason that a pit full of “reserve” mud (the reserve pit) is 
maintained on location. The reserve mud is used in emer- 
gencies to restore the proper drilling environment when 
radical or unexpected changes in down-hole pressure are 
encountered. 

The cuttings are separated from the mud and sampled so 
that geologists can note and analyze (log) the various strata 
through which the bit is passing. The rest of the cuttings pass 
into the reserve pit as waste. Some holes are drilled at least 
partially with compressed air which serves the same pur- 
pose as drilling mud of cooling and cleaning the bit and 
evacuating the cuttings from the hole. 

During or at completion of drilling activity, the well is 
logged. Logging means measuring with geophysicalinstru- 
ments the physical characteristics of the rock formations 
and associated fluids through which the borehole passed. 
These instruments are lowered to. the bottom of the well, 
and slowly raised to the surface while recording data. Other 
measuring procedures include the drill stem test, in which 
pressures are recorded and fluid samples taken from zones 
of interest. After studying the data from those logs and tests, 
the geologist and/or petroleum~engineer decide if the well 
will produce petroleum. 

If the well did not encounter oil and gas, it is plugged with 
cement and abandoned. The well pad and access road are 
recontoured and revegetated. 

If the well will produce, casing is run to the producing zone 
and cemented in place. A proper cementing of the produc- 
tion casing string is required to provide coverage and 
prevent interzonal communication between oil and gas 
horizons and usable water zones. Initially, this is ac- 
complished by placement of steel casing from the ground 
surface to a depth generally ranging between 200 and 1,000 
feet. The actual length of this “surface casing” is dependent 
on factors such as depth of freshwater zones, anticipated 
formation pressures, and the length of the next smaller 
casing to be set. The annular space between the borehole 
and the exterior of the surface casing is required to be filled 
with cement. Cement is pumped down the casing and 
around the bottom until cement is returned to the surface 
outside of the casing. This ensures cement completely fills 
the annular space and precludes interzonal migration of 
formation fluids (i. e. , groundwater). Following the place- 
ment of surface casing, the hole is drilled deeper and more 
casing is installed. Cement is placed in a similar fashion to 
the surface pipe, however, a quantity of cement sufficient to 
cover and isolate only those zones having hydrocarbons, 
usable water, or other mineral values. 

If the determination is made that water monitoring wells are 
necessary in a given area, a separate borehole specifically 
designed as a monitoring well should be completed. Logical 
placement of a monitoring well would be in a protected 
location at the edge or just off the well pad (generally 100 
to 200 feet from producing well bore). It should be noted 
also that monitoring wells and other relatively shallow 
boreholes have often had adverse impacts on the most 
critical groundwater source because of interzonal flows and 
introduction of bacteria and other contaminants into the 
system. The drii rig is usually replaced by a smaller rig that 
is used for the fmal phase of completing the well. 

Development 

If a wildcat well becomes a discovery well (a well that yields 
commercial quantities of oil or gas), development wells will 
be drilled to conIirm the discovery, to establish the extent 
of the field, and to efficiently drain the reservoir. The pro- 
cedures for drilling development wells are about the same 
as for wildcats, except there is usually less subsurface sam- 
pling, testing, and evaluation. If formation pressure can 
raise oil to the surface, the well will be completed as a 
flowing well. Several downhole acid or fracture treatments 
may be necessary to enhance the formation permeability to 
make the well flow. 

When a well is “acidized,” this refers to the process of 
placing acid in the well bore across the productive interval 
that causes the solution of some of the mineral materials 
(e. g., calicide, dolorite, etc. ), which reside around the pore 
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space. Upon solution and removal of these minerals, 
porosity and permeability are enhanced. When a well is 
hydro-fractured, it simply means fluid, usually gelled water, 
is pumped down the well, through perforations in the casing 
and into the formation. Pumping pressures are increased 
to the point where the formation fractures or breaks, and 
the sand is added to the injection fluid to “prop-open” the 
crack once the pressure is released. The pressures required 
to fracture a given formation is generally quite predictable 
based on rock type and depth. For some formations, espe- 
cially coals, abnormally high pressures are required to frac- 
ture them. 

Pressures, volumes, and rates are all measured and 
monitored during the fracture process. These parameters 
provide information as to how the formation is behaving and 
if the fracture is propagating within the desired interval (i. 
e., staying in zone). This is especially true in coals, as sus- 
tained “high” injection pressure indicates the fracture is 
,moving through the coal. 

If pressures fall off, it indicates the fracture has extended 
beyond the coals and the operation can be halted. In addi- 
tion to using the foregoing parameters to monitor fracture 
behavior, other methods for fracture geometry and extent 
available (e.g., tracer and tiltimeter surveys). Control is 
maintained throughout the fracture operation. 

A free-flowing well is simply closed off with an assembly of 
valves, pipes, and fittings (called a Christmas tree) to control 
the flow of oil and gas to other production facilities. A gas 
well may be flared for a short period to measure the amount 
of gas per day the well can produce,. then shut in or con- 
nected to a gas pipeline. 

If the well is not free-flowing, it will be necessary to use 
artificial lift (pump) methods. These are explained, along 
with well production equipment and procedures, in the 
following section on production. After a pump is installed, 
the well may be tested for days or months to see if it is 
economically justifiable to produce the well and to drii 
additional development wells. During this phase, more 
detailed seismic work may be. run to assist in precisely 
locating the petroleum reservoir and to improve previous 
seismic work. 

As with wildcat wells, field development well locations will 
be surveyed. A well spacing pattern must be established by 
the state, with approval of the BLM. (See Figure A-2). 

Oil well spacing for production from Federal leases is usual- 
ly a minimum of 40 acres. Most gas well spacing for produc- 
tion from Federal leases uses units of 160,320, and 640 acres 
per well. Spacing for both oil and gas wells is based on the 
characteristics of the producing formation. If a field is 
producing from more than one formation, the surface loca- 
tion of the wells may be much closer than one per 40 acres. 
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Once well spacing has been approved, development of the 
lease proceeds. 

During the development stage, the road system of the area 
is greatly expanded. Once it is known which wells produce 
and their potential productive life, a permanent road system 
can be designed and built. Because it often takes several 
years to develop a field and determine field boundaries, the 
permanent road system is usually built in segments. Since 
the roads in an expanding and developing field are built in 
segments, many temporary roads (built initially for wildcats 
or development) end up as long-term (in excess of 15 years) 
main access or haul roads. The planning of temporary roads 
for wildcats and development wells is done with road con- 
version to long term in mind. 

Since development wells have longer life spans than wildcat 
wells, access roads for development wells are better 
planned, designed, and constructed. Access roads are nor- 
mally limited to one main route to serve the lease areas, with 
a maintained side road to each well. Upgrading of tem- 
porary roads mayinclude ditching, draining, installing cul- 
verts, gravel@, crowning, or capping the roadbed. The 
amount of surface area needed for roads would be similar 
to that for temporary roads mentioned earlier, and would 
also be dependent on topography and loads to be 
transported over it. Generally, main access roads are 20 to 
24 feet wide and side roads are. 14 to 18 feet wide. These 
dimensions are for the driving surface of the road and not 
the maximum surface disturbance associated with ditches, 
back cuts, or fills. The difference in disturbance is simply a 
matter of topography. Surface disturbance in excess of 130 
feet is not unusual-in steep terrain (slopes exceeding 30 
percent). 

When an oil field is developed on the current minimum 
spacing pattern of 40 acres per well, the wells are 1,320 feet 
apart in both north-south and east-west directions. If a 
section (1 square mile) is developed with 16 wells, at least 4 
miles of access roads are built. In mountainous terrain, the 
length of access roads may be increased since steep slopes, 
deep canyons, and unstable soil areas must often be circum- 
vented in order to construct stable access to the wells. 

Surface use in a gas field may be similar to an oil field 
(though usually less) even though the spacing of wells is 
usually 160 acres. Though a 160-acre spacing requires only 
four wells per section, the associated pipeline system often 
has similar initial surface requirements (acreage of surface 
diiturbance). 

In addition to roads, other surface uses for development 
drilling may include flowlines; storage tank batteries; 
facilities to separate oil, gas and water (separators and 
treaters); and injection wells for salt water disposal. Some 
of the facilities may be installed at each producing well site, 
and others’at places situated to serve several wells. These 
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Figure A-,. 3 Oil and Gas Spacing for a Standard 640-Acre Section. Wells 
must stay at least 200’ inside lease boundary line. A Ideally spaced wll. 
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facilities are discussed more in the following production 
section. 

Surface use in an oil and gas field may be affected by 
unitization of the leaseholds. In many areas with Federal 
lands, an exploratory unit is formed before a wildcat is 
drilled. The boundary of the unit is based on geologic data. 
The developers unitize the field by entering into an agree- 
ment to develop and generate it as a unit, without regard to 
separate ownerships. Costs and beneflts are allocated ac- 
cording to agreed terms. 

Unitization reduces the surface-use requirements because 
all wells are operated as though on a single lease. Duplica- 
tion of field processing facilities is minimiid because 
development operations are planned and conducted by a 
single unit operator, often resulting in fewer wells. 

The rate of development well drilling depends on whether 
the field is operated on an individual lease basis or unitized, 
the probability of profitable production, the availabiity of 
drilling equipment, protective drilling requirements (drill- 
ing requirements to protect Federal land from subsurface 
petroleum drainage by off-setting non-Federal wells), and 
the degree to which limits of the field are known. The most 
important development rate factor may be the quantity of 
production. If the discovery well has a high rate of produc- 
tion and substantial reserves, development drilling usually 
proceeds at a fairly rapid pace. If there is some question 
whether reserves are sufficient to warrant additional wells, 
development driig may occur at a much slower pace. An 
evaluation period to observe production performance may 
follow between the drilling of successive wells. ” 

Development on an individual lease basis usually proceeds 
more rapidly than under unitization, since each lessee must 
drill his own well to obtain production fr,om,the field. On a 
unitized basis, however, all owners within the participating 
area share in production of a well regardless of whose lease 
the well is on. Spacing requirements are not applicable to 
unit wells. The unit is developed on whatever the operator 
considers to be the optimal spacing pattern to maximize 
recovery. 
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Natural gas pipelines transport gas from the wells (gather- 
ing or flow lines) to a trunk line then to the main transmis- 
sion line from the area. Flow lines are usually 2 to 4 inches 
in diameter and may’or may not be buried. %I& lines are 
generally 6 to 8 inches in diameter and are buried, as are 
transmission lines which vary in diameter from 10 to 36. 
inches. The area required to construct a pipeline varies from 
about I.5 inches wide (for a 2- to 4-inch surface line) to 
greater than.75 feet for the larger diameter transmission 
lines (24 to 36 inches). Surface disturbance is primarily 
dependent on size of the line and topography of the area on 
which the line is being constructed. 

As mentioned earlier, driig in an undeveloped part of a 
lease to prevent drainage of petroleum to an offset well on 
an adjoining lease (protective drilling) is frequently re- 
quired in fields of intermingled Federal and privately- 
owned land. The terms of Federal leases require such 
drilling if the offset well is on non-Federal lands, or on 
Federal lands leased at a lower royalty rate. Many fieldsgo 
through several development phases. A field may be con- 
sidered fully developed and produce for several years, then 
a well may be drilled to a deeper pay zone. Discovery of a 
new pay zone in an existing field is a “pool” discovery, as 
distinguished from a new field discovery. A pool discovery 
may lead to the drilling of additional wells--often from the 
same drilling pad as existing wells--with the boreholes 

Compressor stations may be necessary to increase produc- 
tion pressure to the same level as pipeline pressure. The 
stations vary in size from approximately 1 acre to as much 
as 20 acres for a very large compressor system. 

Construction techniques for natural gas lines are similar to 
those used for oil pipelines. 

Production 

Production in an oil field begins just after the discovery well 
is completed and is usually concurrent with development 
operations. ‘kmporary facilities may be used at first, but as 
development proceeds and reservoir limits are determined, 
permanent facilities are installed. The extent of such 
facilities is dictated by the number of producing wells, 
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separated only by feet or inches. Existing wells may also be 
drilled deeper. 

Usually 4- to 6-inch diameter pipelines transport the 
petroleum between the well, the treating and separating 
facilities, and central collection points. These lines can be 
on the surface, buried, or elevated. Most pipelines in the 
planning areas are buried. 

‘I&king and pipelining are the two methods used separate- 
ly or in conjunction to transport oil out of a lease or unitized 
area. Trucking is used to transport crude oil from small 
fields where installation of pipelines is not economical and 
the natural gas in the field is not economically marketable. 
It is not practical to truck naturalgas. 

Pipelines are the most common way to transport oil and gas. 
If a field has substantial amounts of natural gas, separate 
pipelines will be necessary for oil and gas. Pipelines move 
the oil from gathering stations to refineries. As existing 
fields increase production or new fields begin production, 
new pipelines may be needed. These new lines usually vary 
in size from 4 to 16 inches in diameter, and range in length 
from a few miles to tie into an existing pipeline, to hundreds 
of miles to supply a refinery. Construction of a pipeline 
requires excavating and hauling equipment, a temporary 
and/or permanent road, possibly pumping stations, clearing 
the right-of-way of vegetation, and possibly blasting. 
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expected production, volume of gas and water produced 
with the oil, the number of leases, and whether the field is 
to be developed on a unitized basis. 

The primary means of removing oil from a well in the 
planning areas is by pumping jacks (familiar horsehead 
devices). The pumps are powered by electric motors 
(powerlines required) or if there is sufficient casingheadgas 
(natural gas produced with the pumped oil), or another gas 
source is available, it may be used to fuel internal combus- 
tion engines. 

Some wells drilled in the area produce sufficient water that 
must be disposed of during the operation of the well. Al- 
though most produced waters are brackish to highly saline, 
some are fresh enough for beneficial use. If water is to be 
discharged, it must meet certain water quality standards. 
Because water may,not come from the treating and separat- 
ing facilities completely free of oil, oil shimmer pits may be 
established between separating facilities and surface dis- 
charge. 

Another method of disposing of wastewater is through sub- 
surface injection. In Colorado, injection disposal wells are 
authorized by the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Com- 
mission (COGCC) under primacy of the U. S. Environmen- 
tal Protection Agency. BLM engineers review the proposal 
for impacts to other minerals and groundwater, but have no 
approval authority over the well or target zone. When water 
is disposed of underground, it is always introduced into a 
formation containing water of equal or poorer quality. It 
may be injected into the producing zone from which it came 
or into other producing zones. In some cases, it could 
reduce productivity of the field and may be prohibited by 
state regulation or mutual agreement of operators. In some 
fields, dry holes or depleted producing wells are used for 
salt water disposal, but occasionally new wells are drilled 
for disposal purposes. Cement is squeezed between the 
casing and sides of the well to prevent the salt water from 
migrating up or down from the injection zone into other 
formations. . 

Underground oil is under pressure in practically all reser- 
voirs. This pressure is usually transmitted to the oil through 
gas or water in the reservoir with the oil. When oil is pumped 
out of the well, pressure is reduced in the reservoir around 
the drill hole. This allows the gas or water in the reservoir 
to push more oil into the space next to the well. A reservoir 
that has mostly gas pushing the oil is called “gas drive,” and 
one that has mostly water pushing the oil is called “water 
drive. ’ Oil that is recovered under these natural pressures 
is considered primary production. Primary production ac- 
counts for about 25 percent of the oil in a reservoir. 

Methods of increasing recovery from reservoirs generally 
involve pumping additional water or gas into the reservoir 
to maintain or increase the reservoir pressure. This process 
is called secondary recovery. Recently, the trend has been 

to institute secondary recovery processes very early in the 
development of a field. Surface disturbance from a water 
flooding recovery system is similar to drilling and develop- 
ment of an oil and gas well itself; i. e., a driil pad and access 
road are constructed and water pipelines may be built. 
Surface use is increased substantially since as many as four 
injection wells may be used for each oil well in the field 
(there are many diierent patterns as well as many other 
methods of secondary recovery). 

Tertiary recovery methods increase recovery rates by lower- 
ing the viscosity of the oil either by heating it or by injecting 
chemicals into the reservoir so that the oil flows more easily. 
Heating of reservoir oil can be accomplished by injecting 
steam into the reservoir. Tertiary recovery methods are not 
yet widely used in this area. By the year 2000, ultimate 
recovery (including secondary and tertiary recovery) from 
any given oil reservoir is expected to average 40 percent 
nationally. 

Crude oil is usually transferred from the wells to tank 
storage facilities (a tank battery) before it is transported 
from the lease. If it contains gas and water, they are 
separated before the oil is stored in the tank battery. The 
treating and separating facilities are usually located at a 
storage tank battery on or near the well site. 

After the oil, gas, and water are separated, the oil is piped 
to storage tanks located on or near the lease. There are 
normally at least two tanks; so that one tank can be filling as 
the contents of the other are measured, sold, and 
transported. The number and size of tanks vary with the rate 
of production on the lease, and with the extent of automat- 
ion in gauging the volume and sampling the quality of the 
tank contents. 

Horizontal Drilling 

The recent development of horizontal drilling holds 
promise of further reductions in disturbance of surface 
resources and values. Use of directional, horizontal, and 
multiple-completion drilling technology could further 
reduce the number of surface locations and provide greater 
flexibility in siting locations and provide greater flexibility 
in siting locations. These techniques will also increase 
production and ultimately Iower costs of production. 

There are, however, many problems with these techniques 
yet to be solved before they will come into widespread use. 
The two most pressing of these problems in Colorado at the 
moment are interference with spacing patterns and the cost 
of the opeartions. Most industry experts agree that the latter 
will be solved through additional experience and some ad- 
ditional technical advances. The problem of spacing pat- 
terns for horizontal holes more directly involves Federal and 
state policy. 
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Current spacing patterns are based on the most efficient 
recovery of the resource. Spacing patterns in Colorado are 
set by the COGCC. Spacing patterns on Federal lands are 
also set by the COGCC, but with the concurrence of BLM, 
who has the responsibility for Federal lands. If BLM and 
state government were to set different spacing patterns, the 
result would be unsolvable drainage conflicts, lost revenues, 
and lost resource. It could also mean the drilling of more 
wells than are necessary as competing companies developed 
reservoirs under differing jurisdictions. 

In Colorado, moset fields are developed on a 4O-, 80-, 160-, 
32O-, or 640-acre pattern (see Figure A-2). Forty acres is the 
spacing pattern authorized for all unspaced areas. How- 
ever, most new field operators apply for large spacing based 
on reservoir characteristics soon after field discovery. The 
spacing pattern is based on the calculated area of reservoir 
rock that one well can drain. The calculations are based on 
conventional (vertical) wells. 

Horizontal wells are drilled to the producing formation, or. 
close to it, then proceed horizontally through the producing 
formation. The advantage of these wells is that much more 
of the reservoir rock is exposed to the bore hole, and 
therefore, more product may be produced through one well. 
In addition, more than one horizontal hole may be extended 
from the same vertical bore or even from the horizontal 
portion of the bore, thereby limiting additional surface use. 
Spacing patterns frequently must be adjusted to permit this 
type of development. 

For example, a field with 40-acre spacing may have one 
horizontal well drilled in the NW1/4NWl/4 with the 
horizontal portion running east all the way to the 
NE1/4NE1/4. This well would penetrate and produce all 
four of the northern tier of well spaces, thereby eliminating 
the need to drill three wells. The elimination of the need to 
drill three wells would require Federal and state approval 
to’circumvent the spacing order. Real life examples may get 
much more complicated than this one. 

In many cases, such as the simple example given above, the 
oil and gas operator may have to apply for a variance to the i 
state spacing order. Both the BLM and COGCC are com- 
mitted to working with industry-on these problems to take 
full advantage of the new technology. 

Abandonment 

The life span of fields varies because of the unique charac- 
teristics of any given field. Reserves, reservoir charac- 
teristics, the nature of the petroleum, subsurface geology, 
and political, economic, and environmental constraints all 

affect the life span of the field from discovery to abandon- 
ment. The life of a typical field is 15 to 25 years. Abandon- 
ment of individual wells may start early in the life of a field 
and reach a maximum when the field is depleted. 

Well plugging and abandonment requirements vary with the 
rock formations, subsurface water, well site, and the well. In 
all cases, all formations bearing useable-quality water, oil, 
gas, or geothermal resources, and/or prospectively valuable 
deposits of minerals will be protected. Generally, in a dry 
(never produced) well, the hole below the casing is filled 
with heavy drilling mud, a cement plug is installed at bottom 
of the casing, the casing is filled with heavy mud, and a 
cement cap is installed on top. A pipe monument giving the 
location, lease number, operator, and name of the well is 
required unless waived by the Authorized Officer. If waived, 
the casing may be cut off and capped below ground level. 
Protection of aquifers and known oil and gas producing 
formations may require placement of additional cement 
plugs. 

In some cases, formerly producing wells are plugged as soon 
as they are’depleted. In other cases, depleted wells are not 
plugged immediately but are allowed to stand idle for pos- 
sible later use in a secondary recovery program. puck- 
mounted equipment is used to plug former producing wells. 
In addition to the measures required for a dry hole, plugging 
of a depleted producing well requires a cement plug in the 
perforated section in the producing zone. If the casing is 
salvaged, a cement plug is put across the casing stub. The 
cement pumpjack foundations are removed or buried below 
ground level. Surface flow and injection lines are removed, 
but buried pipelines are usually left in place and plugged at 
intervals as a safety measure. 

After plugging, the driiig rig is removed and the surface, 
including the reserve’mud pit, is restored to the require- 
ments of the surface management agency. This may involve 
the use of dozers and graders to recontour those disturbed 
areas associated with the drill pad plus the access road to 
the particular pad. The reserve pit (the part of the mud pit 
in which a reserve supply of drilling fluid and/or water is 
stored) must be evaporated or pumped dry, and filled with 
soil material stockpiled where the site was prepared. There 
will be little leakage if the pit was lined with plastic or 
bentonite. The area will be reshaped to a useful layout that 
will allow revegetation to take place, restore the landform 
as near as possible to its original contour, and minimize 
erosion. After grading the subsoil and spreading the stock- 
piled topsoil, the site is seeded with a grass mixture that will 
establish a good growth. A fence may be erected to protect 
the site until revegetation is complete, particularly in live- 
stock concentration areas. 
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Appendix C 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

ln~roductlon 

Post-lease operations proposals are reviewed to ensure con- 
formance with the plan. The mitigative measures listed 
represent the post-lease environmental protection to which 
BLM is committed as a result of the analysis in the plan/EIS. 
Note that there is no commitment to the specific wording of 
a Condition of Approval (COA). 

The listed mitigative measures may apply to all oil and gas 
exploration and development activities and associated 
rights-of-way.-.The Authorized Officer will choose among 
these measures at the field development stage to mitigate or 
avoid environmental impacts identified on a site-specific 
basis. When attached to an approval document, the 
measures are known as .COAs. The Authorized Officer is 
not limited to the list of COAs shown here, but may develop- 
ment others as unforeseen impacts occur as long as the new 
COAs conform with the limitations of the granted lease 
rights and the guidance set forth in this plan and subsequent 
amendments. 

, . . I. 
COAs are not added to applications if they are unnecessary 
(do not apply to the case in question) or, are duplicative, as 
when the mitigative measure is already incorporated in the 
operator’s submittal. 

Geophysical Operations 
. 

The following guidance is for the development of standards 
to be attached, as appropriate, to theNotice of Intent (NOI) 
for geophysical operations at the discretion of the 
Authorized Officer and in accordance with the resource 
management plan/environmental impact statement 
(RMP/EIS) record of decision. The statements below will 
be used as guidance by BLM field personnel in determining 
what protective measures will be used on geophysical 
operations. Only thoseitems pertaining to a given operation 
will be appended to the NOI, and only if they are not already 
contained in the proposed plan of operation. A. 

4. Notification 

If noncompliance with terms and conditions occurs, the 
operator will be notified by BLM and instructed as to the 
appropriate action. If the operator fails to take appropriate 
action, the operator will be subject to enforcement action in 
accordance with 43 CFR 3163. 

Wildfires begun or sighted during seismic operations will be 
reported immediately to the Canon City Fire Dispatch Of- 
fice and/or the resource area office, of jurisdiction. The 
operator is liable for the full cost of fire suppression of all 
fires on or in the vicinity of the project set or caused by his 

employees, whether set directly or indirectly as a result of 
operations. 

The operator shall notify the Authorized Officer, or his 
representative at least 48 hours prior to beginning opera- 
tions. 

The operator shall also report progress on a weekly basis 
until completion. A prework conference may be required. 

Immediately upon completion of operations, a Notice of 
Completion of Oil & Gas Exploration Operations and an 
updated BLM planimetric map or USGS topographic map 
showing revisions to the original NO1 shall be submitted to 
the Authorized Officer. The map will be used to perform a 
final compliance inspection of the exploration area. 

A copy of all COAs, along with a copy of the submitted NOI, 
shall be kept in the field by each seismic crew, for inspection 
by BLM personnel. 

Any exploration greater than one-quarter mile from the 
proposed seismograph line route filed with the NO1 will 
require prior approval from the Authorized Officer. 

9’. Cultural Resources 

The Programmatic Agreement between the BLM, the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, signed February 6, 1987, contains 
guidance for oil and gas, seismic, ‘and other land use opera- 
tions. Appendix B of the agreement specifically outlines 
BLM procedures for both oil and gas APDs and for seismic 
operations. In addition, guidance is provided in : “Hand- 
book for Cultural Resources Inventory/Mitigation” 
(Colorado State Office Release 8-13), dated 1990. 

In addition to the above guidance, the operator shall imme- 
diately bring to the attention of the Authorized Officer any 
and all antiquities or other objects of historic, paleontologi- 
cal, or scientific interest, including, but not limited to, 
prehistoric or historic ruins or artifacts discovered as a 
result of operations. The operator and the Authorized Of- 
ficer shall consult and determine the best option for avoid- 
ing or mitigating site damage. 

Operators are also reminded that the removal, injury, 
defacement, or alternation of any object of scenic, ar- 
chaeological, historical, or scientific interest is a federal 
crime and may be punishable by fme and/or jail terms. 

C. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species 

An inventory for threatened and’endangered plant species 
is required on any portions of the line or staging areas 
proposed in known or realistic potential habitat for 
threatened, endangered, or candidate plant species. A map 
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will be maintained by the BLM outlining these areas and 
made available to the public. 

D. Construction 

All infestations of noxious or poisonous weeds, resulting 
from surface disturbance caused by the operator, will be 
controlled before spreading occurs into the surrounding 
area. Method of weed control will be reviewed by the 
Authorized Officer prior to commencement. 

No’dirt work nor clearing of vegetation will occur without 
specific approval. All merchantable timber and/or fuewood 
shall be purchased by the operator at the total appraised 
price that is determined by the BLM. 

During periods of adverse conditions such as thawing, heavy 
rains, snow, or flooding, all activities off existing maintained 
roads that create excessive surface rutting will be 
suspended. When adverse conditions exist, the operator will 
contact the Authorized Officer for an evaluation and 
decision based on soil type, slope, vegetation, and cover. 

Drill hole cuttings will be returned to the hole if possible, or 
at a minimum, raked and spread out so as not to impede 
regrowth of vegetation or to create erosion problems.’ 

Operations shall be done in a manner which prevents 
damage, interference, or disruption of water flows and im- 
provements associated with all springs, wells, or impound- 
ments. It is the operator’s responsibility to enact the 
precautions necessary to prevent damage, interference, or 
disruptions. Vibrator sources will not be operated closer 
than 300 feet, and large explosive charges, greater than 40 
pounds, will not be used closer than 1,320 feet of springs, 
wells, or impoundments. The Authorized Off&r may ap- 
prove closer source distances if the contractor 
demonstrates that the resource will be protected. 

During periods of adverse conditions caused by climatic 
factors such as thawing, heavy rains, snow, or flooding, all 
activities off existing maintained roads that create excessive 
surface rutting will be suspended. When adverse conditions 
exist, the operator will contact the Authorized Officer for 
an evaluation and decision based on soil types, slope, 
vegetation, and cover. 

No fence will be cut unless no other alternative exists. 
Before cutting through any fences, the operator shall firmly 
brace the fence on both sides of the cut; a temporary gate 
will be installed for use during the course’of operations 
unless the fence is immediately repaired. Upon completion 
of <operations, fences shall be restored to at least their 
original condition. 

Activities of the seismic operators shall not prevent, 
obstruct, nor unduly interfere with any activities of other 
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authorized users of the public lands. Removal or alteration 
of existing improvements (fences, cattle guards, etc. ) is not 
allowed without prior approval. Fences are to be braced to 
BLMs standards prior to cutting them. 

All debris, such as paper, cans, wire, flagging, or other trash, 
shall be removed and properly disposed of upon comple- 
tion. No oil or lubricants shall be drained onto the ground. 
All vehicles (including drills) will be limited to existing 
roads, except in approved areas. Improvement of existing 
roads and trails is not permitted, unless prior approval is 
obtained. 

Water for drilling purposes will not be obtained from 
federally owned or controlled water sources such as reser.- 
voirs and springs unless specific permission is obtained from 
the Authorized Officer. 

Any available information concerning water sands or ar- 
tesian flows must be reported to the resource area office;,” 

Whenever possible, a portable mud pit shall be used when 
drilling with fluids. 

There will be no straight line of sight dozing. Any path dozed 
through a timbered area will take an irregular path. Any. 
pushed trees are to be stockpiled adjacent to the line so they 
are readily retrievable without additional disturbance.bAll’ 
trees are to be pulled and spread back onto the line or access 
route. 

lhll brush, sagebrush parks and open areas: There will be 
no removal of brush or grass by blading. Brush may be 
crushed or removed by keeping the blade 6 inches off the 
ground surface. In open or brush areas, vehicle paths will 
take an irregular path to discourage line of sight paths. 

Improvement of existing roads or trails: Blading will be 
allowed only if the trail is impassable by vehicles or 
geophysical equipment. No widening nor realignment will 
be allowed. Existing trails may have to be reclaimed or 
closed. 

New trails can be constructed only when vehicle and equip- 
ment passage is impossible and only with the concurrence 
of the Authorized Officer. No straight line of sight trails will 
be allowed. All trails will be reshaped to original contour 
(including bench cuts). Waterbars will be placed on slopes 
as directed by the Authorized Officer.. 

Construction of drainage crossings which cannot otherwise 
be crossed: Existing fords are to be used if possible. A cut 
and stockpile process will be used to create a low water 
crossing or upgrade an existing crossing unless otherwise . . 
specified by the Authorized Officer. . 

: 
1 
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E. Explosives 

Powder magazine sites on public lands must be approved in 
writing by the area manager prior to use. The transporta- 
tion, storage, and use of explosives on BLM surface will be 
done in accordance with ATF P 5400.7 (lU82). 

F. Rights-of-Way 

Access to Federal lands across non-Federal lands is not 
guaranteed by the government. Permission to enter or cross 
private, or state-owned lands must be obtained from the 
landowner(s). 

G. Miscellaneous 

All personnel (contractors, subcontractors) working in the 
field with the seismic operator will be familiar with and 
follow the conditions appended to the NOI. 

Helicopters will operate between staging areas and seismic 
line within corridors and at altitudes that allow safe, effi- 
cient, and environmentally sensitive operations. Operating 
parameters will be determined on a line-to-line basis as 
mutually agreed by BLM, helicopter operator, and contrac- 
tor. 

Aircraft landing sites on public lands must be approved in 
writing by the area manager prior to use. 

H. Reclamation 

All surface disturbance would be recontoured and 
revegetated according to an approved reclamation plan. 

Reclamation of disturbed areas shall be completed, as 
directed by the .Authorized Officer, within 30 days of ter- 
minating seismograph work on any line. Delay of reclama- 
tion for any reason, such as weather, must be approved by 
BLM. Adequate vegetative cover (and seed mixture, based 
on site-specific analysis, to be used) shall be established by 
the Authorized Off&r. 

Application for Permit to Drill Operations 

The ‘following guidance will be used to develop COAs, 
which are attached, as appropriate, to- approved APDs, 
sundry notices, or oil and gas related right-of-way actions at 
the discretion of the Authorized Officer and in accordance 
with the RMP/EIS record of decision. 

Some operations on public lands affect adjoining private 
lands and require approval by state, local, or other Federal 
agencies. It is solely the responsibility of the operator to be 
aware of these requirements and gain the necessary ap- 
provals. Upon notification by another agency of operators’ 
failure to obtain necessary permitting, a notice of noncom- 
pliance will be issued and operations may be suspended. In 
a few cases, BLM wants to make it clear that the “BLM 
approved” operations may not proceed until such approval 
is granted. In those cases, a COA is appended to the ap- 
proved application such as: Use of water for operations will 
be approved by obtaining a temporary use permit from the 
Colorado State Water Resources Engineer and by receiving 
permission from the landowner or surface managing agency 
to use the land containing the water source. 

This appendix shows the most common COAs used; how- 
ever, the reader is reminded that COAs are designed for 
specific operations. In practice, COAs shown below may or 
may not be used on any given approval document, and other 
COAs, not specificallystated here, will be written to ac- 
complish the tasks envisioned in this plan. The categories 
shown below are a good representation of the list of mitiga- 

C. Cultural Resources 

The Programmatic Agreement between the BLM, the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, signed February 6, 1987, contains 
guidance for oil and gas, seismic, and other land use opera- 
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tive measures considered by BLM resource specialists for 
every approved field operation. 

A. Notification 

In order for BLM inspectors to check the initial construc- 
tion operations, it is necessary that BLM be notified when 
construction begins. Tb help ensure that all parties under- 
stand the requirements for construction, the operator must 
ensure that all employees and subcontractors are adequate- 
ly aware of the COAs. Examples of such notification re- 
quirements are shown below: 

The operator or his contractor will contact the approving 
resource area office 48 hours before beginning any work on 
public land. 

The operator will give the ,diit contractor a copy of the 
Surface Use Plan and any additional BLM COAs before any 
work begins. A copy of the approved Surface Use Plan will 
be available onsite for inspection during construction. 

The operator or his contractor will contact the approving 
resource area office 48 hours before starting reclamation 
work and within 48 hours of completion of reclamation 
work. 

Proper precautions shall be taken at all times to prevent or 
suppress fires. Range or forest fires will be reported to the 
BLM district or resource area office. All other fires or 
explosions that cause damage to property, equipment, loss 
of oil or gas, or result in injuries to personnel will be 
reported to the Authorized Officer. 

B. Other Agency Approvals 



tions. Appendix B of the agreement specifically outlines 
BLM procedures for both oil and gas APDs and for seismic 
operations. In addition, guidance is provided in : “Hand- 
book for Cultural Resources Inventory/Mitigation” 
(Colorado State Office Release 8-13), dated 1990. 

In addition to the above guidance, the operator shall imme- 
diately bring to the attention of the Authorized Officer any 
and all antiquities or other objects of historic, paleontologi- 
cal, or scientific interest, including, but not liited to, 
prehistoric or historic ruins or artifacts discovered as a 
result of operations. The operator and the Authorized Of- 
ficer shall consult and determine the best option for avoid- 
ing or mitigating site damage. 

Operators are also reminded that the removal,’ injury, 
defacement, or alternation of any object of scenic, ar- 
chaeological, historical, or scientific interest is a federal 
crime and may be punishable by fine and/or jail terms. 

D. Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Specks 

The lessee may be required to provide inventory informa- 
tion for certain species if it is determined that inadequate 
information is available to make appropriate decisions 
relating to mitigation. These species could involve 
threatened, endangered, sensitive and/or rare plant or 
animal species, or other species protected by law or ofhigh 
interest, such as bighorn sheep lambing areas, elk calving 
areas, raptors, etc. 

Apply “Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on 
Powerlines” on all proposed transmission lines to be con- 
structed to ensure they are properly grounded to prevent 
unnecessary electrocution of raptors. 

The locations of all known populations of Colorado BLM 
sensitive plants and selected high priority remnant vegeta- 
tion associations would be protected from human-induced 
surface disturbing,activities to the extent such protection 
does not unduly hinder or preclude exercising valid existing 
rights. The area of protection will include the actual location 
of the populations or occurrences of important vegetation 
associated to receive protection, and shall be determined in 
consultation and coordination with the Colorado Natural 
Areas Program (CNAP). 

Those populations/occurrences, upon which analysis deter- 
mines protection to be necessary, shall be protected b$ 1) 
requiring relocation or rerouting of proposed well sites, 
pipelines, roads, other surface facilities, etc., or 2) applying 
other protective mitigation (i. e. , fencing). BLM will effec- 
tively mitigate potential impacts to important popula- 
tions/occurrences to the degree that existing development 
rights are not unduly hindered or precluded. 
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E. Resources (other than Oil and Gas) 

Surface-disturbing activities within or adjacent to intermit- 
tent or perennial water sources, associated floodplains, and 
riparian areas will only be allowed where mitigative 
measures can be employed to protect floodplains, water 
quality, and riparian values. 

Well pads, roads, and facilities will be constructed and 
maintained to avoid unnecessary impacts to air quality. 

Raptor and sandhill crane nests will be protected from 
human-induced surface-disturbing activities to the extent 
such protectiondoes not unduly hinder or preclude exercis- 
ing valid existing rights. 

All trees requiring removal shall be disposed of by the 
operator. 

Where earth blading is required, stumps shall be removed 
and scattered or buried in an area designated by the 
Authorized Officer. Where earth bladmg is not required, 
stump height shall not exceed 12 inches. A wood permit 
from BLM for the wood removed (for the appraised value) 
will be required prior to,any clearing. 

Water wells drilled to provide water for drilling purposes 
will be approved by, and offered to, BLM for use prior to 
plugging the water well. Water rights will be held by BLM. 
The BLM will be notified of any water aquifers encountered 
during drilling that could be developed for water prior to 
final plugging of the well. 

All operations will be conducted so as not to cause pollution 
or change the character of streams, lakes, ponds, water 
holes, seeps, or marshes. This relates directly to damages 
caused to fish and wildlife resources. Surface disturbance 
that causes active soil movement will be corrected. 

F. Construction 

Linear-type facilities such as roads, powerlines, and 
pipelines shall cohabit and follow a common route unless 
otherwise approved by the Authorized Officer. Surface dis- 
turbance will be minimixed. 

Well pads, roads, and facilities will be located to mmimixe 
visual impacts. 

‘lb protect watersheds from accelerated erosion, increased 
slumping, and increased sediment and salinity loading, all 
development activities may be curtailed at the discretion of 
the Authorized Officer during periods when the soil is 
saturated. 

Trash and garbage must be contained in an closed recep- 
tacle or in an earthen pit. If an earthen pit is used, it must 
be covered to prevent contents from escaping. Burning 
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and/or burying is not authorized. Contents from a trash 
receptacle or pit must be hauled to an approved county 
landfill. This pertains to all phases of lease operations. 

Surface disturbance and vehicular travel will be limited to 
the approved location and approved access route. Any 
additional area needed must be approved in advance. 

Cattle guards heavy enough to handle proposed road traffic 
will be installed whenever access roads are through pasture 
gates or fences. These cattle guards shall be maintained on 
a regular basis to ensure their effectiveness at turning live- 
stock. This includes cleaning out under cattle guard bases 
when needed. 

.I 
Above-ground facilities will be painted to blend with the 
surrounding environment using a specified color from the 
Rocky Mountain Regional Committee Standard Environ- 
mental Color chart. 
I’.. 

1. Roads (On Lease) 

E&ing roads should be used to the extent possible. Addi- 
tional roads, if needed, shall be kept to an absolute mini- 
mum and the location of routes must be approved.by BLM ., _/_ 
prior>to construction. On determination of an impending 
Geld development, a transportation plan will be requested 
to,-reduce unnecessary access roads. Roads will be con- 
structed and maintained to BLM road standards (BLM 
Manual Section 9113) unless otherwise authorized by the 
Authorized Officer. 
‘1 i 
ComRanies controlling roads that provide access into cru- 
cial wildlife areas may be required to close the road with a 
lockable gate to prevent general use of the road during 
critical periods of the year when resource problems are 
experienced (during hunting seasons, winter, etc. ): This 
restrictive measure will be applied where needed to protect 
wildlife resources or to minimize environmental degrada- 
tion. 

Improvement to existing access will be necessary and 
limited to a l&foot crowned and ditched road surface with 
turnouts as needed and minimum disturbance of surround- 
ing soil and vegetation (abrupt back-sloped borrow ditch). 
New construction will be limited to the same specifications 
as above. Cleared trees and brush along the road right-of- 
way will be windrowed to the side in convenient clearings. 
Surfacing material will not be placed on the access road or 
location without prior BLM approval. 

The operator will be required to construct waterbars on 
abandoned roads and‘.pipeline routes. General guidelines 
for installation of waterbars are: less than 2-Reicent grade- 
-200-foot spacing; 4- to ,S-percent grade+75foot spacing; 
greater. than 5-percent grade--SO-foot spacing. Unstable 
soilsmay require a closer spacing, whereas the spacing may 
be greater on stable soils and rock outcroppings. The water- 
bars shall be constructed to drain freely to the. natural 
ground level and to prevent siltation and clogging. 

New roads constructed for oil and gas purposes within 
crucial big game winter ,range and isolated and/or roadlesd 
areas will be reclaimed upon completion of the oil and gas 
operation. 

2. Pads 

Use of closed road segments will be restricted to legitimate, 
authorized agents of: 1) the lessee and/or their subcontrac- 
tor(s), 2) BLM, 3) other agencies with a legitimate need 
(CDOW, other law enforcement agencies, etc. ). Un- 
authorized use or failure to lock gates during specified time 
frames by the lessee or its subcontractors would be con- 
sidered a violation of the terms of the APD or associated 
grants. This will apply to BLM roads and other roads on 
public lands. 

Improvement or upgrading of existing roads and trails shall 
conform to the same requirements as the approval AF’D. 

Selecting Locations for Well Sites, etc. : In planning well 
sites, tank batteries, sump, reserve and mud pits, and pump- 
ing stations, the operator shall select locations that involve 
the least disruption to scenic values and other surface 
resources. The operator shall employ construction techni- 
ques and design practices, including selection of material, 
camouflage techniques, and rehabilitation practices that 
will preserve scenic aesthetic qualities. The following 
guidelines can be used by operators to assist in minimizing 
surface disturbance and to aid in the maintenance of the 
best possible conditions for rehabilitation. 

The operator shall regularly maintain all roads used for 
access to the lease operation. This shall include installation 
of additional surfacing and surface drainage control struc- 
&es needed, which was not foreseen during construction. 

!“‘: I’ 

Steep slopes shall be avoided, the site shall be located on 
the most level location obtainable that will accommodate 
the intended use. 

At cessation of operations, the Authorized Officer will 
decide which roads will be closed and rehabilitated and v. , . 
which will remain open for public use. 

View the site location as to how it will affect the road 
location. 

Any.gccess routes previously available to the public will not 
be; unnecessarily blocked off from public use. 

What may b,e gained on a good location may be lost’from an 
adverse access route. 1 a 

. . 

Adjust the site layout to conform. to the best ,topographic 
situation. Deep vertical cuts and steep long fill slopes should 
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be avoided. All cut and fill slopes should be constructed to 
the least percent slope practical. 

The top 12 inches of soil material will be removed Erom the 
location and stockpiled separately from the trees on the 
location. Topsoil along the access will be reserved in place. 

3. Pits (All) 

Excavations used for the permanent impoundment of 
usable water should be sloped at a 39 grade to establish safe 
access for humans, livestock, and wildlife. 

A minimum of 2 feet of free board will be maintained 
between the maximum fluid level and the top of the berm. 
These pits will be designed to.exclude all surface runoff. The 
pits will have the maximum volume in cut. 

. :a.’ I.. 
Prior to closure, a randomly selected sample of drilling pits 
within. established fields will be sampled for ‘hazardous 
materials. In wildcat wells, all pits will be sample’d for 
hazardous materials prior to abandonment, unless speciil- 
tally exempted by the Authorized Officer. Sampling will be 
done by an independent contractor agreeable (to the 
operator and Authorized Offrcer. lbsting will be done at a 
lab with quality control standards acceptable to USGS. 

Fmal written certification is required that there are no 
hazardous chemicals on the RCRA list left in the drilling 
fluids within the mud pit. If the -operator cannot .provide 
certification, the drilling fluids and pit liner must be dis- 
posed at a federally approved hazardous materials site. 

Reserve and other containment pits are used during the 
exploration and/or operation’of the lease may require fen- 
ces and/or other devices to exclude migratory birds, live- 
stock, and/or wildlife. The need and type of protective 
requirement will be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

All pits, cellars, rat holes, and other bore holes unnecessary 
for further lease operations, excluding the reserve pit, will 
be back-filled immediately after the driig rig is released 
to conform with surrounding terrain. Pits, cellars and/or 
bore holes that remain on location must be fenced as 
specified for the reserve pit. 

Reserve pit fluids will be allowed to evaporate through the 
entire summer season (June through August) after drilliig 
is completed, unless an alternate method of disposal is 
approved. After the fluids disappear, the reserve pit muds 
will be allowed to dry sufficiently to allow back-filling. The 
back-filling of the reserve pit will be done so the muds and 
associated solids will be confined to the pit and not 
squeezed out and incorporated in the surface materials. 
There will be a minimum of 3 feet of cover (overburden) on 
the pit. When the work is complete, the pit area will support 
the weight of heavy equipment without sinking. 

Semi-closed or closed mud systems may be required where 
conditions warrant. Produced water will be injected, con- 
tained in a lined pit, or hauled to a federally approved 
disposal facility. 

Installed pit liners must be impermeable and must be resis- 
tant to weather, sunlight, hydrocarbons, aqueous acids, 
alkalies, salt, fungi, or other substances likely to be con- 
tained in the drilling fluids or produced water. 

The reserve pit liner will be of sufficient strength and con- 
struction to ensure impermeability. The liner will be under- 
lain by a suitable bedding material and other measures 
taken as needed to protect the integrity of the liner. 

A leak detection system will be installed to monitor lined 
reserve,pits. This system must be installed in order to detect 
liner ,leakage. The leak detection plan must be submitted to 
andsapproved by the Authorized’Offrcer during APD ap 
proval. This plan must include the system design includii 
line installation, monitoring plan, and the individual respon- 
sible for the required monitoring. 

For lined pits, the liner and contents will be buried in place 
and effectively capped with clay or other impermeable 
materials, or disposed of in a non-polluting method accept- 
able to the Authorized Officer. 

If ‘air or gas drilling, the operator shall control the blooie 
line discharge dust by use of water injection or any other 
acceptable method. The blooie lime discharge shall be a 
minimum of 100 feet from the blow out preventer and be 
directed into the blooie pit so that the cuttings and waste 
are contained in the pit. 

4. Pipelines 

Alignment, siting, and reclamation of pipelines and flow- 
lines should be designed to conform to adjacent terrain and 
to prevent or minimize vehicular travel. If maintenance is 
necessary in problem areas, consider use of an all-terrain 
vehicle (ATV) or snowcat, etc. , in lieu of regular truck. 
Surface disturbance for pipeline construction would be 
restricted to the minimum amount necessary, as determined 
by the Authorized Officer. 

Relocation of portions of the line may be necessary to 
reduce the impact to surface resources. 

For associated pipeline rights-of-way, except rights-of-way 
expressly authorizing a road after construction of the facility 
is complete, the right-of-way holder shall not use the right- 
of-way as a road for purpose other than routine main- 
tenance. Necessary routine maintenance will be determined 
through consultationwith the Authorized Officer. 

Existing telephone, telegraph; powerlines, pipelines, roads, 
trails, fences,. ditches, and like improvements shall be 
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protected during construction, operation, maintenance, 
and termination of an oil and gas facility. Damage caused 
by such activities shall be properly repaired to a condition 
satisfactory to the Authorized Officer or the facility 
owner/operator. 

Pipeline routes will be graded to conform to the adjacent 
terrain, waterbarred, and reseeded. 

When clearing is necessary, the width disturbed will be kept 
to a minimum. Bladed materials shall be placed back into 
the cleared route upon completion of construction. 

Pipeline construction shall not block, dam, nor change the 
natural course of any drainage. Suspended pipelines will 
provide adequate clearance for runoff. 

Pipeline trenches shall *be compacted during back-filhng. 
These trenches will be maintained in order to correct set- 
tlement and prevent erosion. Waterbars and other erosion 
control devices will be repaired as necessary. 

Pumping stations shall be kept in a neat and well-main- 
tained condition. 

Abandonment and Rehabilitation: Reclamation and.aban- 
donment of pipelines and flow-lines may involve replacing 
fill in the original cuts, reducing and grading cut and fill 
slopes to conform to the adjacent terrain, replacement of 
surface soil material, waterbarring, and revegetating in ac- 
cordance with rehabilitation practices. 

Crossing over pipelines owned by other companies shall be 
accomplished .in accordance with an agreement secured 
with that company. 

G. Drilling 

Water for drilling purposes will not be obtained from 
federally owned or controlled water sources such as reser- 
voirs and springs unless specified permission is obtained 
from the Area Manager. 

The BLM will be notified of any water aquifers encountered 
during drilling that could be developed for water prior to 
final plugging of the dry hole. Water rights will be held by 
the BLM. 

H. Production 

Compaction and construction of the berms surrounding 
tank batteries will be constructed prior to storage of fluids 
and designed to prevent lateral movement .of fluids through 
,the .utiliied materials; The berms must be constructed to 
contain at minimum 120 percent of the storage capacity of 
the largest tank within the berm. All loading lines will be 
placed inside the berm. I 

rI 

Surface buildings, supporting facilities, and other struc- 
tures, not required for present or future operations, shall be 
removed upon termination of use. 

All improvements, including fences, gates, cattle guards, 
roads, trails, pipelines, bridges, water developments, and 
control structures will be maintained in a serviceable and 
safe condition. 

Any release of production water on or across the land will 
need prior approval by the BLM. 

Mud, separation pits, and other containments used during 
the exploration or operation of the lease for the storage of 
oil and other hazardous materials shall be adequately 
fenced, posted, or covered. Additional protective measures 
may be needed to mimmize hazards and prevent access to 
humans, livestock, waterfowl, and other wildlife. The pits 
should be allowed to dry before back-filling and rehabiita- 
tion. , 

All production and storage facilities must have adequate 
protection from spills. 

The Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan 
required by the EnvironmentalProtection Agency must be 
available for inspection at all appropriate field offices. All 
spills must be reported to the Authorized Officer. 

The reserve pit and that portion of the location and access 
road not needed for production or production facilities will 
be reclaimed as described in the reclamation section. 
Enough topsoil will be kept to reclaim the remainder of the 
location at a future date. This remaining stockpile of topsoil 
will be seeded in place using the prescribed seed mixture. 

A gate may be required to limit public access during the 
wildlife winter use periods (December 15 through March 
31) when the operator maintains a road open for winter use. 

If the well is located within 2,500 feet (one-half mile) of 
residences, appropriate noise mitigation (i. e. , hospital 
muffler, vegetation screening, electric motors, etc. ) will be 
employed to ensure adherence to Federal, state, and local 
noise standards during operation of the well. 

Within 60 days of completion of construction, the holder 
shall provide the Authorized Officer an as-built survey of 
facilities as constructed. 

I. Reclamation 

All disturbed areas not needed for lease operations will be 
revegetated as soon as possible. The operator will re-estab- 
lish perennial vegetation compatible to surrounding undis- 
turbed vegetation. The plant species to be seeded and the 
seeding rate will be approved by the Authorized Officer 
prior to seeding. Successful revegetation will be considered 
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completed when the percent canopy cover is equal to sur- 
rounding undisturbed vegetation. -The species considered 
in measuring percent cover will be those seeded as well as 
desirable pre-existing species. Undesirable weedy species 
such as kuchia, cheatgrass, and other noxious weeds will not 
be included unless otherwise directed by the Authorized 
Officer. The operator will continue revegetation efforts 
using any and all cultural methods available until this stand- 
ard is met. 

Noxious weeds introduced because of soil disturbance and 
reclamation will be treated by methods approved by the 
Authorized Officer. These methods may include biological, 
mechanical, or chemical. Should chemical methods be ap- 
proved, the lessee must submit a Pesticide Use Proposal to 
the Authorized Officer 60 days prior to the planned applica- 
tion.date. 

In the event a producing well is developed, the unused 
disturbed areas surrounding the well location will be recon- 
toured to appropriate confiimacion (one which allows lease 
operations and avoids steep cut and fill slopes) as soon as 
possible. Some or all of the stockpiled topsoil will be evenly 
distributed over these recontoured areas. Brush cleared 

-prior to construction of the well site shall be scattered back 
-over the recontoured area. 

Mulching of the seedbed following seeding may be required 
under certain conditions (i. e. , expected severe erosion), as 
determined by the surface owner/manager. 

Surface topsoil-like material, if available, will be stripped 
from all areas where surface disturbance is necessary and 
stockpiled in a mmer and location that will allow easy 
replacement. These stockpiles shall be protected from loss. 
After reshaping the site, soil material should be distributed 
to a uniform depth that will allow the establishment of 
desirable vegetation. The disturbed areas shall be scarified 
prior to replacement of surface soil material. 

All disturbed areas will be recontoured to blend as nearly 
as possible with the natural topography. This includes 
removing all berms and refilling all cuts. All compacted 
portions of the pad will be ripped to a depth of 12 inches 
unless in solid rock. 

After revegetation is complete, the stockpiled trees will be 
scattered evenly over the disturbed areas. The access will be 
blocked to prevent vehicular access. 

Seed certification tags will be submitted to the Authorized 
Officer for seed used in reclamation. 

Prior to abandonment of the facilities authorized by this 
grant, the holder shall contact the Authorized Officer to 
arrange a joint inspection of the right-of-way. The inspec- 
tion will be held to agree on an acceptable abandonment 
and rehabilitation plan. The Authorized Officer must ap- 
prove the plan in writing prior to the holder commencing 
any abandonment and/or rehabilitation activities. The plan 
may include removal of surfacing material from the road, 
recontouring replacement of topsoil, seeding, mulching, 
etc. 

Cut and fill slopes shall be reduced and graded to conform 
the site to the adjacent terrain. The disturbed sites will be 
prepared to provide a seedbed for re-establishment of 
desirable vegetation and reshaped to blend with the natural 
contour. Such practices may include contouring, terracing, 
gouging, scarifying, mulching, fertilizing, seeding, and 
planting. 

J. Miscellaneous 

On determination by the Authorized Officer of an impend- 
ingfield development, a transportationplanwillbe required 
to reduce unnecessary access roads. 

Additional site surveys, grading plans, and engineering 
designs may be required in VRM Class II areas. 

Should additional site-specific environmental analyses at 
the time of exploration or development reveal the need for 
additional restrictions or the continuance of existing lease 
stipulations, these restrictions will become part of the 
development or operational plan. 

All survey monuments, witness corners, reference monu- 
ments, and bearing trees shall be protected against destruc- 
tion, obliteration, or damage. Any markers so affected must 
be re-established at the lessee’s expense in accordance with 
accepted BLM survey practices defined in the “Manual of 
Surveying Instructions for the Survey of the Public Lands of 
the United States.” 

Burning of solid or liquid wastes usually requires a burning 
permit. The permit must be obtained from the state air 
quality agency. 
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SPECIAL STIPULATIONS tions may be adjusted at the time of leasing to reflect future 
legislation, court decisions, or policy changes; however, the 

The following stipulations will be added, as prescribed in 
protection standards in these stipulations would be main- 

this plan, to future oil and gas leases on both Federal surface 
tained. Any change to the protection content of the stipula- 

and split-estate lands. The actual wording of these stipula- 
tion would require an amendment to the RMP/EIS. 

’ / I 
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Serial No 

TIMING LIMITATION STIPULATION 

No surface use is allowed during the following time period(s). This stipulation does not apply to operation and maintenance 
of production facilities. 

December 15 to March 31 

On the lands described below: ,. , 

For the purpose of (reasons): Protecting crucial deer, elk, antelope, or bighorn sheep winter knge from activities that would 
cause these species to abandon areas of crucial winter cover and forage for less suitable ranges; San Luis Resource 
Management Plan (decisions RCO l-l, 2-1, and 7-l). 

An exception to this stipulation may be approved ifit can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Authorized Officer that 
the crucial winter range is (1) not being utilized and is expected to remain in such a condition because of a temporary change 
in climate and/or habitat, or that (2) impacts can be mitigated to avoid the abandonment of crucial winter cover and forage. 

This stipulation may be waived by the Authorized Officer only upon a determination that crucial winter range does not exist 
within the lease. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of thii stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or PS Manual~1950 and 21320.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

TIMING LIMITATION STIPULATION 

No surface use is allowed during the following time period(s). This stipulation does not apply to operation and maintenance 
of production facilities. 

February 15 to July 15 

On the lands described below: 

For the purpose of (reasons): Protecting waterfowl from activities that would alter breeding behavior, increase the incidence 
of nest abandonment, and decrease breeding success; San Luis Resource Management Plan (decisions RCO l-2, LUA 4-4) 

An exception to this stipulation may be approved if it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Authorized Officer that 
the waterfowl nesting area is (1) not being utilized and is expected to remain in such a condition because of a temporary 
change in climate and/or habitat, or that (2) impacts can be mitigated to result in the avoidance of nest abandonment and 
decreased breeding success. 

This stipulation may be waived by the Authorized Officer only upon a determination that waterfowl nesting areas do not 
exist with the lease. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or Fs Manual 1950 and 2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

No surface use is allowed during the following time period(s). This stipulation does not apply to operation and maintenance 
of production facilities. 

May 15 to July 15 

On the lands described below: 

For the purpose of (reasons): Protecting pronghorn antelope range from activities which would force antelope into less 
suitable range during the fawning season; San Luis Resource Management Plan (decision RCO l-l). 

An exception to this stipulation may be approved ifit can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Authorized Officer that 
the antelope fawning area is (1) not being utilized and is expected to remain in such a condition because of a temporary 
change in climate and/or habitat, or that (2) impacts can be mitigated to result in avoiding antelope disturbance during 
fawning season. 

This stipulation may be waived by the Authorized Officer only upon a determination that antelope fawning range does not 
exist within the lease. 

for such changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS Manual 1950 and 
2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION 

Serial No. 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands described beloti (legal subdivision or other description): 

For the purpose OE Protecting lambing areas selected by bighorn sheep for topography, slope, aspect, and escape cover; 
San Luis Resource Management Plan (decision LUA 2-2). 2 

An exception’to this stipulation may be approved if it can,be demonstrated to the sat@faction of the Authorized Officer that 
the lambing area is (1) not being utilized and is’expected to remain in such condition because of a temporary change in 
climate and/or habitat, and (2) operations can be conducted, which avoid a change in the topography, slope, aspect, and 
escape cover. 

. . 

This stipulation may be waived by the Authorized Off&r only upon a determination that bighorn sheep lambing areas do 
not exist within the lease. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the h&d use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or PS Manual 1950 and 2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the Iands described below (legal subdivision or other description): 

For the purpose, ofi Protecting the scenic and recreational value as well as the physical improvements of the Monte ViSta 
Park; San.Luis Resource Management Plan (decision LUA l-2). 

An exception to this stipulation may.be approved ifit can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Authorized Officer that 
operations can be conducted without causing unacceptable impacts to thescenic, recreational, and physical improvement 
values. 

This stipulation may be waived by the Authorized Officer only upon a determination that the Monte Vista Park is no longer 
utilized for recreational purposes. ,; .._ ._, :‘... ..%,. . . I, .I , I ,. ,, * ., 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS Manual 1950 and 28ul.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPUlATIO;N 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands described below (legal subdivision or other description): 

For the purpose of: Protecting the historic, scenic and recreational values as well as the physical improvements of the Pike 
Stockade Historic Site; San Luis Resource Management Plan (decision LUA l-2). 

An exception to this stipulation may be approved ifit can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Authorized Officer that 
operations can be conducted without causing unacceptable impacts to the historic, scenic, recreational and physical 
improvement values. 

This stipulation may be waived by the Authorized Officer only upon a determination that Pike Stockade Historic Site no 
longer exists. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS Manual 1950 and 2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands described below (legal subdivision or other description): 

For the purpose of: Protecting the recreational and scenic values of the Flat Top SPNM in its natural setting; San Luis 
Resource Management Plan (decision LUA 8-2). 

An exception to this stipulation may be approved ifit can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Authorized Off&r that 
operations can be conducted without causing unacceptable impacts to the recreational, scenic and natural values. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS Manual 1950 and 2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION 

No surface occupant or use is allowed on the lands described below (legal subdivision or other description): 

’ 

For the purpose oE’ Protecting the natural and scenic values of the Rio Grande River Corridor ACEC; San Luis Resource 
Management Plan (decision LUA 9-3). 

An eke&on to this stipuiation majl be approved ifit can be demonstrated’to the satisfaction of the Authorized Officer that 
operations can be conducted without causing unacceptable impacts to the natural and scenic values. 

Air$ changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land u&plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of thii stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or Fs Manual 1950 and 2&O.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION .. 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands described below (legal subdivision or other description): 

For the purpose of: Protecting residential development within the Town of South Fork, Colorado; San Luis Resource 
Management Plan (decision LUA l-2). 

An exception to this stipulation may be approved ifit can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Authorized Officer that 
operations can be conducted without causing unacceptable impacts to the residential values. 

This stipulation may be waived by the Authorized Officer only upon determination that residential development no longer 
exists within the lease. : 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS Manual 1950 and 2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION .: ., 1 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands described below (legal subdivision or other description): 

For the purpose of: Protecting recreational and visual resource values within the Cumbres and Toltec ACEC, San Luis 
Resource Management Plan (decision LUA 10-3). / 

An exception to this stipulation may be approved ifit can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Authorized Officer that 
operations can be screened from scenic viewsheds and drii rig and other equipment noises can be eliminated. 

No waiver criteria. *. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS Manual 1950 and 2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands described below (legal subdivision or other description): 

For the purpose oE Protecting cultural resource values within the 200-acre Folsom Site, within the Sand Castle ACEC; San 
Luis Resource Management Plan (decision LUA 3-4). I 

No exception nor waiver criteria. 

@changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or F’S Manual 1950 and 2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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Serial No. 

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION 

No surface occupancy or use is allowed on the lands described below (legal subdivision or other description): 

For the purpose of: Protecting the historic and cultural values within the La Garita Wagon Ruts (5-SH-1069, Poncha Pass 
Railline (5-SH-1063), Villa Grove-Orient Railroad Bed (5-SH-1053), Ute Pass Road (5-SH-1066), and King ‘lbrquoise 
Mine (5-CN-650) sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places; San Luis Resource Management Plan (decision 
LUA l-2). 

No exception nor waiver criteria. 

Any changes to this stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such 
changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation, see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS Manual 1950 and 2820.) 

Form #/Date 
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APPENDIX D 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT 

The basic types of current or future grazing management 
systems and treatments to be used to meet management 
objectives are described below: 

Deferred Grazing Probably would involve one pasture; 
grazing would be deferred until after seed ripe of key 
plant(s). 

Deferred Rotation: Would involve two or more pastures and 
livestock grazing would be deferred in one of the pastures 
successively until after seed ripe of key plant(s). 

Rest Rotation: Would involve one or more pastures and 
provide rest for at least an entire year from livestock grazing 
successively in one or more of the pastures. Depending on 
the season of use and number of pastures, it would also 
involve delaying livestock grazing until after seed in one of 
the pastures then grazing to allow seed trampling with the 
rest treatment following this treatment. 

Deferred Rest Rotation: Would involve rest from livestock 
grazing for at least 1 year but beginning of grazing occurs 
after seed ripe. 

Holistic Resource Management (HRM): Would involve 
stressing holism in the management of the total resources 
as opposed to management for individual resources. The 
concept of time management, as opposed to animal num- 
bers, would be used to control overgrazing, overrest, and 
other plant, soil, and animal relationships. HRM provides 
a model that outlines goal setting, and identifies ecosystem 

blocks that need to be addressed to attain goals, tools 
available for dealing with ecosystems, and testing and 
management guidelines for selecting the tools. HRM invol- 
ves constant planning, monitoring, replanning, controlling, 
and testing. This management approach would only be 
allowed if total commitment for the program is obtained 
from the permittee. 

Season of Use or C1a.w of Livestock: This would involve 
restrictions, if necessary, to avoid livestock-wildlife com- 
petition on crucial big game ranges. 

Range Improvements: Would be used if necessary to 
facilitate implementation of intensive management of graz- 
ing. General types of improvements would include bound- 
ary and/or pasture fences, cattleguards, pipelines, wells, 
water storage tanks, rainfall catchment reservoirs, springs, 
and water troughs. The general locations and numbers of 
range improvements would be identified in the individual 
AMPS. 

‘Iable D-l provides an allotment-specific summary of the 
livestock management program. The following changes 
have been made to the table since the draft RMP was 
published. 

1. A review of the management category of the al- 
lot ments was completed in February of 1990 and as a result 
several allotments were recategorized. The standard 
criteria in BLM Manual 1622 appendix 1 was used for 
recategorization of the following allotments: 

ALLOTMENT NO./NAME NEW MANAGEMENT CATEGORY 

4102 Lakes 
4103 Dry Lakes 
4113 Blanca WI-IA 
4227 La Jara Creek 
4239 San Antonio 
4243 River 
4244 South Valley 
4304 Bowen 
4305 Sanderson 
4307 Alder Creek 
4518 W 
4558 East Hoagland Hill 
4562 Mitchell 
4563 West Tracy Ridge 

M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
I 
M 
M 

D-l 



Appendix D 

2. The season of use on some allotments has changed to 
include some spring use as a result of requests by both BLM 
and permittees. The impacts of spring use was analyzed in 
an environmental assessment document. The following 
season of use to include spring use was changed on the 
following allotments: 

4101 Rio Grande 4550 Rabbit Canyon 

4201 McMahon 4240 Alta Lake 

4213 Garambuyo 4410 Triangle 

4214 Trujillo 4411 Gato-Hutchinson 

4235 Railroad 4412 Greenie Mountain 

3. ‘Bvo allotments (Middle Creek No. 4543 and Indian 
Creek No. 4544) were dropped because of loss of qualillca- 
tions by permittees. Middle Creek allotment has been in- 
corporated into Poison Creek allotment No. 4541, and the 
acres in the table for this allotment have been changed to 
reflect this. ‘Bvo allotments (Emperius No. 4111 and La 
Garita Creek No. 4573) were added to the table. Temporary 
grazing is allowed pending completion of allotment 
management plans. 

Following is an explanation of the data presented in Table 
D-l: 

(1) Management category is the general management 
objective for each allotment. I = generally most will be 
managed with the objective of improving resource condi- 
tions; M = generally will be managed with the objective of 
maintaining resource conditions; and C = generally will 
receive custodial management for existing resource values. 

(2) Active grazing preference is that portion of the total 
grazing preference in AUMs available to be licensed for use 
during any one grazing year. 

(3) Voluntary nonuse/suspended grazing preference is that 
portion of the total grazing preference in AUMs temporarily 
withheld from active grazing use. 

(4) Total grazing preference is the total number of live- 
stock grazing AUMs on public lands apportioned and at- 
tached to base property owned or controlled by a permittee 
or lessee. Column (2) plus column (3) equals column (4). 

(5) Class of livestock is the kind of livestock authorized to 
graze on an allotment. C = cattle; S = sheep; H = horses. 

(6) Season of use is the time of year when livestock are 
present on the allotment. Sp = spring (5/l to 6/l5); Su = 
summer (6/16 to g/15);’ Fa = fall (9/16 to 12/u); WI = 
winter (W16 to 2JZS). Early spring use (3/l to 4/30) could 
be allowed for special management prescriptions. 

(7) Implementation status is the current status of the 
allotment management plan (AMP). IMP = Implemented 
working AMP, NOT = Scheduled AMP that has not been 
implemented; GS = Allotment with grazing system only; A 
dash (-) = No AMP is scheduled for the allotment. 

(8) Bend is the direction of change in range condition 
over a period of time. Data shown is based on trend studies 
completed for the San Luis Resource Area Grazing EIS, 
which was published in 1978. An asterisk (*) indicates no 
data available; U = Upward trend; S = Static trend; D = 
Downward trend. 
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TABLE D-l 

Summary of Livestock Management Program by Allotment 

Grazing Preference 

Ide;;iia tion 
EE Of 
Lands 

Number of Management Active 

OK” 
raters in categoly 

A otment 

Total class Of 
iG%ZE,y Livestock Emnof 

iztste-ntation Trend 

Suspended 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
4101 

4102 

4103 

4105 

4107 

4108 

4109 
0 
G 4110 

4111 

4112 

4113 

4114 

4115 

4117 

4120 

4122 

4123 

412.5 

4126 

4201 

4202 

4206 

Rio Grande 2,940 

Lakes 2,160 

Dry Lakes 3,680 

Allotment A 160 

Foothills 4,700 

Dow Pasture 480 

Phiffer Pasture 160 

Spring Creek Pasture 600 

Sand Pasture 300 

Crow Pasture 960 

BIanca WHA 4,680 

Bmpelius 2,017 

Caklwell Pasture 200 

Tobin Creek 6,128 

Pinon 3,145 

Phoneiine 1,444 

Windmill 2,481 

Bii Fast 1,44Q 

Sand Dunes 400 

McMahon l5.518 

Alamosa River 760 

PosoCmek 510 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

C 92 

K 36 

M 103 

C 6 

I 260 

C 15 

C 5 

C 10 

C 10 

C 40 

M 0 

I 340 

C 11 

I 236 

M 123 

M 123 

M 101 

C 40 

C IS 

I 19% 

C 40 

C 38 

0 

36 

238 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

122 

257 

0 

34 

194 

83 

83 

68 

27 

0 

23 

0 

0 

92 C 

72 C 

341 C 

6 C 
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15 C 

5 C 

10 C 

10 C 

162 C 

257 C 

340 C 

45 C 
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169 C 

67 C 

15 C 

1,309 S 

40 S 

38 : -s 

Sp,Fa 
su 
su 
su 

Sp,Su,Fa 

su 

su 

su 

su 

su 

Sp,Su,Fa 
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su 
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su 
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Fa 
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GS 
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S 
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8 
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Table D-1 Continued D 

z 
Grazing Preference 2 
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Table D-l Continued 
Grazing Preference 

fi?“““’ 
gid;fifilcation Acres Of Number of Management Active 

Zl%i,q 
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op 
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Table D-l Continued, 

Grazing Preference 
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Table D-l Continued 

Grazing Preference 
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ACRONYMS 

ACEC--Areas of critical environmental concern 

ATV--All terrain vehicle 

AMP--Allotment management plan 

ARPA--Archaeological Resources Protection Act 

AUM--Animal unit month 

BLM--Bureau of Land Management 

CFL--Commercial forest land 

CFR--Code of Federal Regulations 

CRMAP--Coordinated resource management activity plan 

CRMP--Cultural resource management plan 

CNAP--Colorado Natural Areas Program 

DOW--Division of Wildlife 

DRMP--Draft resource management plan 

EA--Environmental assessment 

EIS--Environmental impact statement . 

ESA--Economic study area 

EPA--Environmental Protection Agency 

FEIS--Final environmental impact statement 

FERC--Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

FLPMA--Federal Land Policy Management Act 

IMP--Forest management plan 

FR--Federal Register 

GRA--Geographic Reference Area 

HMP--Habitat management plan 

IMP--Interim Management Policy 

LUA--Land use allocation 

MA--Management action 

MFP--Management framework plan 

NEPA--National Environmental Protection Act 

NRHP--National Register of Historic Places 

NSO-No surface occupancy 

OHV--Off-highway vehicle 

RCO--Resource condition objective 

,PRMP--Proposed resource management plan 

R&PP--Recreation and Public Purposes 

RMP--Resource management plan 

ROD--Record of decision 

ROS--Recreation opportunity spectrum 

SLRA--San Luis Resource Area 

SLRMP--San Luis Resource Management Plan 

SPG--Supplemental program guidance 

SPNM--Semiprimitive nonmotorized 

SRMA--Special recreation management area 

USFS-United States Forest Service 

USFWS--United States Fish and Wiidliie Service 

VRM--Visual resource management 

WI-IA--Wildlife habitat area 

W&&R--Wild and scenic river 

wtp--Willingness to pay 
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GLOSSARV 

Allotment Management Plan. A concisely written program of livestock grazing management, including supportive 
measures, if required, designed to attain specific management goals in a grazing allotment. 

Acre-Foot. A unit for measurin 
depth of 1 foot or a volume o f 

volume, equal to the quantity of water or other material required to cover 1 acre to a 
43,560 cubic feet. 

Alluvium. Unconsolidated rock or soil material deposited by running water, including gravel, sand, silt, clay, and various .. 
mixtures of these. 

Allotment Management Action. A specific action stated within an allotment management plan. 

Animal Unit Month (AUM). The forage needed to support one cow, one horse, or five sheep for a month or one elk, five 
deer, or five antelope for the same period of time (1,800 1bsJAUM on a 50 percent utilizahon basis). 

Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). An area within the public lands where special management attention is 
required: (1) to protect and prevent irreparable dama 
resources, or other natural systems or processes; or (2 

e to important historic, &tltual, or scenic values, fish and wildlife .’ 
to protect life and safety from natural hazards. - < ., ,f 

Avoidance. A partial or complete redesign or relocation of a proposed land use to prevent a potential adverse effect from, 

,. 

occurring. 

Back-Country Vehicle. Any motorized vehicle for cross-country travel over land, water, sand, snow, ice, marsh, 
swampland, or other terrain. 

i ,. 
:yl 

Biological Perpetuation. Management of aquatic habitat to achieve a healthy and productive ecosystem for the long-term ‘. 
enhancement of cold and warm water fisheries. 

BLM Land. Land administered by the Bureau of Land Management. 
: :. 

.’ Canopy. The continuous cover of branches and foliage formed collectively by the crowns of adjacent trees and other 
woody growth. 

Conditions of Approval. Conditions or provisions (requirements) under which an Application for Permit to Drill or a 
Sundry Notice is approved. 

Contiguous. Lands or legal subdivisions having a common boundary; lands having only a common comer are not con- 
tiguous. 

Coordinated Resource Management Activity Plan (CRMAP). An activity level plan completed for more than one resource 
in a given area/site, usually when conflicts or potential conflicts could occur between various resource activities. 

Crucial Winter Range Closure. Lands identified as critical to big game during winter months (December I.5 through 
March 31). 

Cultural Resources. Those fragile and nonrenewable remains .of human activity, occupation, or endeavor, reflected in dis- 
tricts, sites, structures, buildings, objects, artifacts, ruins, works of art, architecture, and natural features that were of im- 
portance in human events. 

Discharged Use. A category applied to a cultural resource that was previously qualified for assignment to another category 
and no longer possess the qualifying characteristics. 

Exception. Case-by-case exemption from a lease stipulation. The stipulation continues to apply to all other sites within the 
leasehold to which the restrict criteria applies. 

Ecosystem. Collectively, all populations in a community, plus the associated environmental factors. 

Endangered Species. Any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its ranges. 

Environmental Assessment @A). A report analyzin 
similar to an environmental impact statement (EIS 5 

the impacts of some proposed action on a given environment; It is 

for action. EAs are sometimes preliminary to EISs. 
except it is generally smaller in scope and makes recommendations 

G-l 



Glossary (Continued) 

Eolian. Pertaining to, caused by, or carried by the wind. 

Ephemeral Stream. A stream that flows occasionally because of surface runoff, but is not influenced by permanent ground 
water. 

Erosion. The process by which soil particles are detached and moved. 

Flyway. An established air route of migratory birds. 

Forb. A nonwoody herbaceous plant. 

Fragile Soil. Category of problem sites composed of soils that have moderate to high water holding capacities, moderate to 
slow permeability, and can be severely degraded by compaction, slumping and sliding, and erosion. 

Fragile Soil/Slope Gradient. Problem sites where unstable landforms and unstable or erosive soils are made more vul- 
nerable to degradation by steep slopes. 

3 

Game Species. Those species commonly harvested either for sport or profit. ‘. 

Geolographical Reference Area. A unit of specified land area, which is assigned a set of management diections within this 
landuseplan. : I I.,,. .‘:. ..-. . 

Groundwater. Water beneath the land surface, in the zone of saturation. : 1 0 ” ’ ‘. 

Habitat. A specific set of physical conditions that surrounds the single species; a group of-species, or a large community. In 
wildlife management, the major components of habitat are considered to be food, water, cover, and living space. 

Habitat Management Plan @IMP). A written and approved activity plan for a geographical area of publiclands identifying 
wildlife habitat management actions to be implemented in achieving specific objectives related to planning document 
decisions. 

Hazard Sites/Areas. Locations on BLM-administered lands that potentially pose a hazard situation for the public or BLM 
personnel. 

Hazardous Materials. Materials and substances that may be encountered on BLM-administered lands and would be poten- 
tially harmful if physical contact were made by either the public or BLM personnel. 

Imprint. A mark or evidence left by man. 

Intermittent Stream. A stream that does not flow year-round but has some association with ground water for surface or 
subsurface flow. 

Intrusion. A feature (land and water form, vegetation, or structure) that is generally considered out of context with the 
characteristic landscape. 

Lease (fluid). A contract in legal form that provides for the right to develop and produce fluid resources for a specific 
period of time under certain agreed upon terms and conditions. 

Leasable Minerals. Oil, gas, sodium, potassium, phosphate, coal, oil shale, tar sands, asphaltic materials, and, in Louisiana 
and New Mexico, sulphur and all minerals on the Outer Contmental Shelf, and on acquired lands. 

Locatable Minerals. Minerals or materials subject to disposal and development through the Miig Law of 1872 (as 
amended). Generally includes metallic minerals such as gold and silver and other materials not subject to lease or sale. 

Management Framework Plan (MFP). Land use plan for BLM-administered lands, which provides a set of goals, objec- 
tives, and constraints for a specific planning area to guide the development of detailed plans for the management of each 
resource. 

Mbf. Thousand board feet. 
..i _‘ ‘. 1 ..b’: , 

MSA. See Management Situation Analysis. 

Management Situation Analysis (MSA);‘An analysis by the Bureau of Land Management used for ‘r!nakhg land manage- 
ment decisions that are responsive to public issues to determine the capability of public,land reso&&- This is available 
for review in the Cafion City District Office. 

G-2 



Glossary (Continued) _’ 

Management Use. The category applied to any cultural property considered most useful for controlled experimental study 
that would result in its physical alteration. 

Mineral Estate. The ownership of the right to all or certain minerals in the land, or reservation of fractional interest in all 
or certain minerals in perpetuity or for a specified period of time. 

Mineral Material. Widespread deposits of common clay, sand, gravel, or stone, which are not subject to disposal under the 
1872 Mining Law, as amended. 

Modification. Fundamental change to the provisions of a lease stipulation, either temporarily or for the term of the lease. 
A modification may, therefore, include an exemption from or alteration to a sti ulated requirement. Depending on the 
specific modification, the stipulation may or may not .apply to all other sites wi tltm ’ the leasehold to which the restrictive 
criteria applies. 

National Register of Historic Places. The official list, established b the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, of the 
nation’s cultural resources worthy of preservation. The register i!s ’ ts archaeological, historic, and architectural proper- 
ties (i.e., districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects) nominated for their local, state, or national significance by 
state or Federal agencres and approved by the National.Register staff. . 

No Surface Occupancy. A fluid mineral leasing stipulation that prohibits occupancy or disturbance of all or part of the 
lease surface in order to protect special values. Fluid resources may be developed by directional drilhng. 

Nongame Species. Those species not commonly harvested either for sport or profit. 

Nonuse. Allowable livestock grazing use (m AUMs) that is authorized but is not to be used during a given time period. 
Nonuse is applied for and authorrxed on an’annual basis.. 

Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV). This designation replaces the off-road vehicle (ORV) designation and is all inclusive of un- 
surfaced roads. This designation aids in management of seasonal closures on all unsurfaced roads needing protection 
during wet seasons or for protection of other resources or values. 

OHV Open Areas. Locations on.BLM-administered lands with no limitations nor restrictions to full use and travel of off- 
highway vehicles. 

OHV Limited Areas. Locations on BLM-administered lands with some form of limitation or restriction for the full use 
and travel of off-highway vehicles (i.e., seasonally limited travel or restrictions of travel to designated roads and trails 
only). 

OHV Closed Areas. Locations on BLM-administered lands where absolutely no use nor travel of off-highway vehicles is al- 
lows. 

Perennial Stream. A stream that has year-round surface flows. 

Permeability. The condition of being porous; containing openings or interstices through which outside properties can pass. 

Public Use. The category applied to any cultural property that is appropriate for consideration as an interpretive exhibit in 
place. 

Range Condition or Ecological Status. Present state of vegetation of a range site in relation to the potential natural com- 
munity (climax). Range condition and ecological status are synonymous and can be expressed by’either seral stage or 
condition class. Four classes express the de ee to which production or composition the present community reflects the 
percent of the potential natural community climax)., r 

Potential Natural Community (PNC). Excellent condition has 76 to 100 percent of the vegetation at climax. 

Late Seral. Good condition has 51 to 75 percent of the vegetation at climax 

Mid Seral. Fair condition has 26 to 50 percent of the vetegation at climax. 

Early Seral. Poor condition has 0 to 25 percent of the vegetagion at climax. 
: L * ,r! 

Raptors. Birds of prey, such as hawks, owls, and eagles. One of the behavior characteristicsof these animals is’to return, ” 
year after year, to the same nesting area. Accordingly, the nesting sites of these protected species should be reta+ed : 1 
with minimal human disturbance. 
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Glossary (Continued) 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS). A method for classifying the land by setting o 
of the land to provide various types of physical, social, and managerial settings to satis 

portunity, according to the abiity 
6 the desires and expected be- 

havioral preferences of the users. 

Reforestation Problems. Problem sites where two or more types of interfering conditions may cause seedling mortality 
during the first several growing seasons. High soil temperature, droughty conditions, unshaded southern and western 
slopes, competing vegetation, animal damage, or wind and frost damage are examples of such conditions. 

Right-of-Way (major ), An area open for a utility line greater than 69 kilowatts or a surface-disturbing activity that is 
greater than 5 feet in width. 

Rights-of-Way Corridor. A designated parcel of land, either linear or areal in character, that has been identified through 
the land use planning.process as the preferred location for existing and future right-of-way grants and suitable to accom- 
modate more than one type of right-of-way or one or more rights-of-way that are similar, identical, or compatible. 

Riparian Area. An area of land directly influenced by permanent water, which has visible vegetation or physical charac- 
teristics reflective of this permanent water influence. 

Riprap. A loose assemblage of broken rock erected in water or on soft ground as a foundation. 

Riverine. Pertaining to or resembling a river. Located on or inhabiting the banks of a river (i.e., riparian). 

Salable Minerals. Minerals, such as common varieties of sand, stone, gravel, cinders, pumice, pumicite, and clay that may 
be acquired under the Materials Act of 1947, as amended. 

San Luis Planning Area Boundary. The portion within the area boundary identified for study in the resourcemanagement 
plan; i.e. excludes most of Mineral County and most of the U.S. Forest Service lands. 

San Luis Resource Area Boundary. BLM designated boundary; i.e., all of Alamosa, Conejos, Costilla, Mineral, Rio 
Grande, and Saguache Counties. 

Scientific Use. The category applied to any cultural property determined suitable for consideration as the subject of scien- 
tific or historical study utilizing currently available research techniques, including study that would result in physical al- 
teration of the property. 

Sediment Yield. The amount of sediment given up by a watershed over a specified time period, usually a year. Ordinarily, 
it is expressed as tons, acre-feet, or cubic yards of sediment per unit of drainage per year. 

~ 
Soil Association. A mapping unit used on general soil maps in which two or more defined taxonomic units occurring 

together in a characteristic pattern are combined because the scale of the map or the purpose for which it is being made 
does not require delineation of the individual soils. 

Solitude. The state of being alone or remote from habitations; isolations. A lonely, unfrequented, or secluded place. 

Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA). Areas requiring explicit recreation management to achieve the Bureau 
recreation objectives and to provide specific recreation opportunities. Special management areas are identified in the 
RMP, which also defines the management objectives for the area. BLM recreation investments are concentrated in 
these areas. 

Special Stipulations. Additional specific terms and conditions that change the manner in which operations may be con- 
ducted on a lease or modify the lease rights granted. 

Split Estate. Lands where the surface and mineral estates have been severed and are under different ownership (i.e., 
private surface/Federal minerals). 

Sustained Yield. The achievement and maintenance, in perpetuity, of a high level of annual or regular periodic output of 
the various renewable resources of the public lands consistent with multiple use. Amount of resource harvested normal- 
ly equals the amount grown since the previous harvest. 

Supplemental Program Guidance (SPG). Program specific guidance for resource management planning from the 1620 
series of the BLM manual. 

Threatened Species. Any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout 
all or a significant portion of its range. 

Vista. A panoramic scenic view from one or more vantage points. 
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Glossary (Continuect) 

Visual Resource. The laud, water, vegetation, animal, and other features that are visible on all lands. 

Waiver. Permanent exemption from a lease stipulation. The stipulation no longer applies anywhere within the leasehold. 

Wetlands. Permanently wet or intermittently flooded areas where the water table (fresh, saline, or brackish) is at, near, or 
above the soil surface for extended intervals, where .hydric wet soil conditions are normally exhibited and where water 
depths generally do not exceed two meters. 

Wilderness Study Area (WSA). A roadless area, which has been found to have wilderness characteristics (thus having the 
potential of being included in the National Wilderness System), and which has been subjected to intensive analysis by the 
Bureau and public review to determine wilderness suitability and is not yet the subject of a congressional decision 
regarding designation as wilderness. 

Withdrawal. Au action that restricts the use of public laud and segregates the laud from the, operation of some or all of the 
public land or mineral laws. Withdrawals are also used to transfer jurisdiction of management to other Federal agencies. 

Woodland. Forested land not capable of producing commercial sawtimber, but can and does produce forest products like 
firewood, transplants, posts and poles, etc. 

: 1 ,’ i .’ 

G-5 IrU.3. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1991- 573-033141001 


